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READER’S GUIDE

Reader’s Guide to the Re-Circulated Draft SEIR
For the Pala M esa Highlands Proj ect

Introduction and Purpose

The Pala Mesa Highlands project was reviewed by the San Diego County Planning
Commission on January 13, 2006. During the hearing the County of San Diego received
public comments concerning the adequacy of the Draft Subsequent Environmental I mpact
Report (SEIR). As a result of the public comments the County of San Diego decided to
revise the alternatives discussion in the SEIR.. Two additional alternatives have been added
to the SEIR to address public comments related to land use and community character. The
two aternatives, the Modified Home Size Alternative and the Duplex Housing Alternative
were included to address comments related to building scale, open space, project design, and
recreational amenities. The summary section has also been revised and is included in thisre-
circulated draft SEIR.

Only the Summary and Alternatives Section (Chapter 5.0) of the Draft SEIR are being re-
circulated for public review pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(c). The changes
made to the Draft SEIR are being re-circulated to give the public and other responsible
agencies an opportunity to comment on new alternative designs that was not included in the
origina EIR. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(f)(2), the County of San
Diego requires new comments to be submitted for this portion of the revised SEIR.
Comments must be limited to the revised sections included in this re-circulation
document. The County of San Diego will only respond to those comments submitted in
response to the revised sections of the SEIR. Comments submitted on the previous
Draft SEIR are part of the administrative record and will be included in the Final
SEIR.

Project Background

A draft version of the Pala Mesa Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) was
originally circulated for public review from August 30, 2001, to October 15, 2001 (a 45-day
review period). Three comment letters were received by the DPLU within the review period.
The three organizations that provided comments on the Draft SEIR are: The Endangered
Habitats League, the Fallbrook Community Planning Group, and the San Diego County
Archaeological Society. After the review period had ended, the DPLU received a joint
comment letter from the United States Fish and Wildlife Service and the California
Department of Fish and Game that raised substantive issues.

A redesigned project was proposed to reduce the number of residential lots, to reduce the size
of the development footprint, and to consider new technical information in the project design.
A draft SEIR was re-circulated from September 30, 2005 to November 14, 2005 to give the
public and other responsible agencies an opportunity to comment on a new project design
that was not included in the original EIR. This project design remains the currently proposed
project (the Proposed Project).
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The Proposed Project reduced the number of units in the subdivision from 197 to 130. The
development footprint was reduced from 62.0 acres to 48.1 acres and the width of the fuel
management zone was increased from 50 feet to 100 feet. The reduced development footprint
increased the total amount of designated on-site open space to be preserved for biological
purposes by 60%, from 23.1 acres to 36.5 acres. The amount of coastal sage scrub habitat
preserved on-site was increased by 56%, from 21.2 acres to 33.1 acres. The proposed
reduction in housing units decreased the amount of traffic generated by the project by 34%,
from 2,364 average daily trips (ADT) to 1,560 ADT. The Proposed Project also included a
combination wall and landscape berm along the project frontage to reduce the traffic noise
from Interstate 15 within the project site.

Technical reports and related documents, associated with these revisions, are available at the
County of San Diego Department of Planning and Land Use, 5201 Ruffin Road, Suite B, San
Diego, California, 92123.
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SUMMARY

SUMMARY

S1 Project Synopsis

Project Location

The Pala Mesa Highlands site is located approximately 50 miles north of downtown San
Diego. The 84.6-acre site is located in the unincorporated area of the County of San Diego
within the Fallbrook Community Plan area (Figures 1.1-1 and 1.1-2). The site is north of
State Route 76 (SR-76), west of Interstate 15 (I-15), and adjacent to the western side of Old
Highway 395, between Pala Mesa Drive on the north and Via Belmonte on the south
(Assessors Parcel Nos. 105-050-53, 125-050-59, and a portion of 125-050-63). The parcel is
situated between the existing housing developments of Pala Mesa Fairways and Pala Mesa
Village No. 1 located to the north and south, with agricultural, estate rural residential and
open space uses to the west (Figure 1.1-3).

Project Description

The Proposed Project is the subdivision of the property into 130 residential lots, one natural
open space lot, two park lots, one Home Owners Association (HOA) fuel modification lot,
and two HOA open space lots. The 130 residential lots have an overall development footprint
of 48.1 acres (Figure 1.1-4). Residential lot sizes will range from approximately 5,500 to
approximately 13,700 square feet, with an overall density of 1.8 dwelling units per acre.

The Proposed Project includes a 36.5-acre natural on-site open space lot (Lot 134) with an
open space easement to be dedicated to the County for preservation of sensitive biological
resources and steep slopes and implementation of a habitat management plan in perpetuity.
The Proposed Project also includes several commonly maintained lots: a neighborhood park
lot, a pocket park lot, a landscaped open space lot with water quality facilities, and a fuel
management lot with drainage facilities. The Proposed Project includes active recreation
facilities, including a swimming pool and hard court play area within the neighborhood park,
and bench seating and a passive play area within the pocket park.

As mitigation, the Proposed Project will be required to construct roadway improvements at
the Old Highway 395/SR-76 intersection to improve traffic flow conditions. These
improvements would provide one left-turn lane onto eastbound SR-76, widen the west side of
the south leg, and restripe the northbound approach to provide a left-turn lane and a shared
through/right turn lane.

An existing off-site storm drain would also be improved as part of the project and would
include installation of a storm drain inlet filter on the northern side of SR-76 and potential
construction of a headwall on the south side of SR-76.

The Proposed Project includes dedication of ROW along Old Highway 395 for construction
of a public trail. An 8-foot wide section of the 11-foot wide shoulder would be surfaced with
decomposed granite for use as a public trail.

Pala Mesa Highlands Summary
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A private pedestrian trail is proposed within Lot 135, along the top of the slope in the western
portion of the property and along the bottom of slope in the northerly portion of the site.
Private access to this trail would be provided from Via Belmonte, between proposed Lots 23
and 24 of Pala Mesa Highlands. The trail would be improved to a width of five feet and
surfaced with decomposed granite (within a minimum 10-foot wide alignment). The trail
would be fenced on both sides and gated for safety purposes and to prevent pedestrian
encroachment into the adjacent open space.

To implement the Proposed Project a Specific Plan Amendment (SPA99-005) to cluster and
guide development, a Rezone (R99-020) to change the existing zoning designations to S-88
to be consistent with the General Plan, a Tentative Map (TM5187RPL™), to create residential
and open space lots, and a Certificate of Compliance (BC05-0125) for a lot line adjustment
(to avoid project encroachment onto the fire station property to accommodate landscape
encroachment on the southern side of the project site and to modify a minor lot line for Lot
93 of Map 5494) are required. A Major Use Permit (MUPO4-024) has been added to the
project applications to:

1. Satisfy the proposed “P” Special Area Regulations Designator [per Zoning Ordinance
Sections 5800 and 6600] and the Pala Mesa PDP’s requirement for a Planned Residential
Development (Sections 5800 + 6600 of the Zoning Ordinance);

2. Satisfy the site plan requirement per the “B” Special Area Regulations Designator for
Design Review (Interstate 15 [I-15] Corridor Scenic Preservation Guidelines and
Section 5750 of the Zoning Ordinance);

3. Establish setbacks per the “V” Setback Designator;

4. Allow for commonly maintained areas; and,

5. Provide architectural and site design details and controls.

Land Use Designations and Zoning

Pala Mesa Development Plan

The property has a General Plan regional category designation of Current Urban
Development Area (CUDA) and a land use designation of (21) Specific Plan Area (density of
2.75 dwelling units per acre).

The Pala Mesa Private Development Plan (PDP) covers 421 acres located west of Highway
395, north of SR 76 and south of Reche Road. The San Diego County Board of Supervisors
adopted the PDP 73-04 and 74-04 in 1974 and was last amended in 1981. The PDP area is
divided into 24 separate areas, identified as Areas A through X, to implement a range of land
use types, densities, and zoning designations that occur throughout the PDP area. The
Proposed Project is located within areas C, D, and E of the PDP. Figure 1.1-5 identifies the
locations of Areas C, D, and E on the project site. The existing PDP provides for a Planned
Residential Development (PRD) comprising up to 306 dwelling units within these three
Planning Areas (303 units allowed within Areas C and E and three residential estate units
allowed within Area D), but largely limits the housing type to clustered, two- and three-
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bedroom attached units. The existing PDP allows an overall density of 2.75 dwelling units
per acre.

Area C is52 acresin size and currently calls for a PRD with attached and detached units and
density of 5 dwelling units per acre. Development of Area C under the PRD standards and
the design specifications of the PDP could result in a maximum of 260 units, most attached
in clusters, although some might be detached and a majority 2 bedroom.

Area E is 17.5 acres in size and currently calls for a PRD with attached units at 2.5 dwelling
units per acre. Development of Area E under the PRD standards and the design specifications
of the PDP could result in a maximum of 43 units, attached in clusters and 2 and 3 bedroom.

AreaD is 15 acresin size and calls for detached single-family estate residential development
with density of 0.25 dwelling unit per acre. Three single-family homes could be developed in
Area D pursuant to the PDP.

This Proposed Project proposes an amendment to the PDP (SPA 99-05) to consolidate Areas
C, D, and E into a PRD of 130 units on lots with a minimum lot size of 5,500 square feet. As
shown in Figure 1.1-5, nearly all of the proposed development is located within Area C, and
a small amount in Area E. No development is proposed within Area D, although some
grading and fuel modification will occur within that area.

Based on the location of the proposed development footprint, the maximum number of
dwelling units allowed under the PDP density constraints is 227.6 units or 2.69 dwelling
units per acre. The Proposed Project proposes 130 dwelling units or 1.8 dwelling units per
acres (net density after public right away areas have been subtracted from overall project
ared), which is less than the allowed maximum. No transfer of density between PDP areas is
required or proposed. The proposed amendment would eliminate the control on the number
of bedrooms and allow detached residences in Areas C and E. Amending this aspect of the
PDP would update the PDP requirements and make the PDP consistent with the existing
zoning designations that permit attached and detached housing types.

The PDP retains the maximum height limitation of two stories and parking requirements
established in the PDP. The proposed changes would result in a development consistent with
the existing residential and recreational elements of the existing community that has been
developed around the project site.

Zoning

Existing Zoning on the project site is A 70, Limited Agriculture and RS7, Single-Family
Residential Use Regulations. Provisional zoning was applied to the property in conjunction
with a tentative map that was approved in 1979 that would implement the Pala Mesa PDP.
However, the Tentative Map never recorded on any portion of the site, and as such, the
provisional zoning never took effect. Descriptions of the existing zoning designations for the
site are asfollows:

Pala Mesa Highlands Summary
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e A70 (Limited Agriculture) with a density of one dwelling unit per acre;
e RS7 (Single-Family Residential) with a density of 7.26 dwelling units per acre;

e (P) Provisional Zone RV3 (Variable Family Residential) with a density of three dwelling
units per acre;

e (P) Provisional Zone RV4 (Variable Family Residential) with a density of four dwelling
units per acre; and,

e (P) Provisional Zone A70 (Limited Agriculture) with a density of 0.25 dwelling unit per
acre.

Existing zones carry a “P” (Planned Development) and “B” (Community Design Review)
Special Area Regulations Designators. The “P” designator requires a Major Use Permit per
Section 5800 and 6600 of the San Diego County Zoning Ordinance. The “B” designator
requires site plan approval per the 1-15 Corridor Scenic Preservation Guidelines.

The Proposed Project would change the existing A70, RS7, and Provisional RV3, RV4,
Variable Residential and A70(4) Use Regulations to the S88, Specific Plan Use Regulations
with minimum lot size of 5,500 sguare feet and density of 1.8 dwelling units per acre. The
reclassification of the site’s zoning designation to S88 is required to make the proposed
specific plan and zoning designations consistent with current County of San Diego land use
standards. The County of San Diego requires the S88 zoning to be applied to al lands
designated with a (21) Specific Plan Designation. The S88 zoning allows a more direct
implementation process and guides development of the site to the adopted specific plan. The
proposed specific plan retains all of the existing zoning regulations on the property. The
reclassification to S88 would not result in any new or different zoning restrictions and the
Proposed Project is consistent with site’s existing zoning regulations.

Zoning Consistency (Section 5800 of Zoning Ordinance)

The Proposed Project complies with Section 5800 of the Zoning Ordinance (planned
development) by offering opens space, recreational areas, and a clustered development to
minimize landform alternation.

Density

Overall density on the site would be reduced by the Proposed Project. The overall density
would change from 2.75 dwelling units per acreto 1.8 dwelling units per acre.

Building Type

The Building Type under the existing zoning is 'C', which allows single- family homes on
individual lots and no change is proposed.

Summary Pala Mesa Highlands
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Height

The Height Designator under the existing zoning is 'G', which allows a maximum of two
stories and 35 feet in height. The Proposed Project proposes a mix of one and two story
homes. The proposed homes will be of similar height to the existing two story homes within
the PDP. No change is proposed.

Coverage

There is no coverage limitation under the existing zoning and none is proposed. The
Proposed Project exceeds the required conservation and usable open space requirements as
discussed under Open Space below.

Setbacks

Proposed setbacks are "V", which allows setbacks to be established via a Site Plan or Use
Permit. In this case, the Major Use Permit, establishes a building footprint with a minimum
15-foot front yard , 5-foot side yard and 15-foot minimum rear yard setbacks. The Proposed
Project incorporates a minimum 20-foot rear yard setback.

Open Space

The existing zoning does not include an Open Space Designator and none is proposed. Open
space would be regulated by the Planned Residential Development standards of the Zoning
Ordinance.

Special Area Regulations

The existing zoning includes both "P* Planned Development and "B" Community Design
Special Area Regulation Designators on the site. The “P” designator requires a Major Use
Permit per Section 5800 and 6600 of the San Diego County Zoning Ordinance. The “B”
designator requires site plan approval per the 1-15 Corridor Scenic Preservation Guidelines.
The proposed zoning retains both the "P' and "B" designators and the Maor Use Permit
would implement both. No conflicts with this zoning designation have been identified.

The Proposed Project proposes a change in the zone classification from the existing A70,
RS7 and Provisional RV 3, RV4, Variable Residential and A70(4) Use Regulationsto the S88
to reflect current practices in implementing PDPs or Specific Plans. The Proposed Project
would reduce the residential density onsite from 2.75 units to 1.8 units. The net result is a
less intensive development and; therefore, the change in density does not conflict with the
current or proposed zoning designation. No other zoning changes are proposed.

Pala Mesa Highlands Summary
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Zoning Consistency (Section 6600 of Zoning Ordinance)

Section 6600 et seq of the Zoning Ordinance sets the standards for Planned Residential
Developments to assist in the evaluation of project compatibility to the surrounding area. The
components of these standards are discussed in detail below.

General Development Criteria:

Compatibility with adjacent land uses and a harmonious relationship to the natural features of
the site are required. Perimeter site planning is particularly important to protect the
development as well as the surrounding areas. The perimeter boundary with Highway 395
will be bermed and heavily landscaped, both to provide noise attenuation and to buffer the
development from the traffic to the east. The berm and soundwall will also reduce the
visibility of the project development from public view and drivers on Interstate 15 and Old
Highway 395 as they approach the site. The sound wall along the southern perimeter will be
designed to have an adobe-like fagcade to match the exterior of the homes within the adjacent
residential development. The areas to the north and west of the development footprint will
remain undisturbed as biological open space. The open space protects steep slope areas and
sensitive habitat lands. The existing topography and proposed open space area will provide a
buffer to undeveloped areas to the west and to the existing homes (Pala Mesa Fairways) to
the north. Due to the existing topography, the project development will not be visible from
the Pala Mesa Fairways Development. The proposed homes will be a lower elevation than
any future development to the west and would only be visible if future homes are built on
the ridgeline.

Further perimeter planning includes a mix of single and two story homes. To provide a
transition from the mostly single story homes south of the project site, homes along the
southern perimeter of the project site will be limited to 21 feet in height, with a single story
profile.

Density:

The density proposed does not exceed the allowable density for the project site. The
Proposed Project is permitted a density of 2.75 dwelling units per acre, but is proposing 1.8
dwelling units per acre. By comparison, the Pala Mesa Village development adjacent to the
project site to the south (not within the PDP areq) has a density of 5.2 dwelling units per acre
and the Pala Mesa Fairways development (within the PDP) north of Pala Mesa drive has a
density of 3.5 dwelling units per acre. As such, the Proposed Project has an overall density
that is less than the surrounding development.

Lot Size:
In the RS Use Regulations with the approval of a Mgjor Use Permit pursuant to Section 6600

of the Zoning Ordinance, lot sizes may be 60% of the minimum lot size required by the zone;
however, no lot may be less than 5,000 square feet in size. The Proposed Project proposes

Summary Pala Mesa Highlands
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residential lots with a minimum lot size of 5,500 square feet and a maximum lot size of
13,709 square feet with an average lot size of 7,917 square feet. By comparison the Pala
Mesa Village development has lot sizes that range from 4,356 to 9,583 square feet with an
average lot size of 6,425 sgquare feet. The proposed lot sizes are a similar size and would not
conflict with the existing residential land use in the area.

Open Space:

Section 6600 of the Zoning Ordinance requires a total of 40% of the net property acreage to
be available as open space. For the Proposed Project, 40% open space of the net total
acreage would equal 29.7 acres (74.25 acres x 0.4 = 29.7 acres). The Proposed Project
proposes a total of 66.2 acres of combined open space (36.5 acres within a biological
easement to preserve sensitive habitat and 29.7 acres within the development footprint). The
PDP aso requires that 20 percent of the development (14.8 acres) be usable open space.
Usable open space may be common or private open space. The Proposed Project provides
approximately 17 acres (22.9%) as usable open space. As part of the usable open space, the
Proposed Project proposes three recreational areas. The main recreation area is 1.8 acres in
size and contains a swimming pool, restroom, picnic area with shade structures, open turf
area, half basketball court and parking. The second recreation area is a private pocket park of
about 0.4 acre in size containing a BBQ and picnic area, benches and open turf play area. A
third passive recreation area is about 0.2 acre in size and provides a pedestrian linkage for the
existing residential development to the south of the project site to the proposed trail system.
A private trail, available to residents as well as residents of the development to the south is
about 0.7 mile long. The remaining area of usable open space consists of private front yard
and rear yard areas and other common open space areas throughout the project site.

The Proposed Project meets the PRD requirement for open space areas. The Proposed
Project proposes more than 65 acres of natural and usable open space with 29.7 acres
required. At least 20% of the required open space must be usable open space. In this case,
14.8 acres of usable open space is required. Usable open space may be common or private
open space. Both common and private open space are proposed. Private open space is
included in each of the proposed lots in backyard and front yard open space. With an
average lot size of 7,917 square feet, the proposed lots will have adequate living space for
outdoor living on each property. Common open space includes three recreation areas. The
main recreation area is 1.8 acres in size and would include a swimming pool, restroom,
picnic area with shade structures, open turf area, half basketball court and parking. The
second recreation area is a private pocket park of about 0.4 acres in size containing a BBQ
and picnic area, benches and open turf play area. A third passive recreation area is about 0.2
acre in size and provides a pedestrian linkage for the existing residential development to the
south of the project site to the proposed trail system. A private trail, available to resdents as
well as residents of the development to the south is about 0.7-mile long. Public trail
improvements along the project site frontage of Old Highway 395 will be constructed as part
of the Proposed Project as additional usable open space. In total, about 15.5 acres of
common and private usable open space is proposed which exceeds the required 14.8 acres.

The recreational facilities proposed are similar in type and scale to the existing developments
within the PDP area. Table S-2 provides a comparison of the recreational amenities between

Pala Mesa Highlands Summary
Draft: September 2006 Page S-7



SUMMARY

the Proposed Project and the existing developments. The Proposed Project includes
recreational amenities including backyards that are equal to or greater than the existing PDP
developments.

Utilities and Public Services..

The Proposed Project will not result in the need for significantly altered services, and
facilities are available or adequate to serve the development. The Rainbow Municipal Water
District (RMWD) would provide sewage disposal for the Proposed Project, with a connection
from an on-site gravity-flow sewer system to an existing sewer manhole located in Old
Highway 395, approximately 2,100 feet south of Moheghan Lane. The RMWD would also
provide water service. The Proposed Project would result in the relocation of an existing 12-
inch RMWD water main within the proposed public road ROW, with points of connection to
the north, east and south. The Proposed Project also includes the use of both underground
and surface storm drain detention systems with appropriate water quality treatment facilities.

Impacts to the Fallbrook Union High School District and Bonsall Union School District
would be mitigated through the assessment of a fee at time of building permit issuance
pursuant to Government Code Section 65970 et seg. The North County Fire Protection
Digtrict has indicated that it can adequately provide fire service for the Proposed Project.
Access to the subject site will be from Old Highway 395, which is an improved public road;
therefore, emergency access is adequate and the construction of new roadways is not
required.

Regional Setting

The Proposed Project site for Pala Mesa Highlands is located approximately 50 miles north
of downtown San Diego. The 84.6-acre site is located in the unincorporated area of the
county of San Diego within the Fallbrook Community Plan area (Figures 1.1-1 and 1.1-2).
The project site is located to the north of the intersection of 1-15 and SR-76 in northern San
Diego County.

The area is characterized by rolling hills flanking the north/south-trending I-15 corridor and
to the east/west-trending floodplain for the San Luis Rey River to the south along the route of
SR-76. This area has been used historically for agriculture (avocado and citrus orchards),
estate residential housing, and open space.

Interstate 15, Old Highway 395, SR-76, and Pala Mesa Drive constitute the primary means of
vehicular circulation in the immediate vicinity of the site. The junction of 1-15 and SR-76
(Pala Road) is just east and south of the site and provides freeway access to the site. Direct
access to the site is provided primarily by Old Highway 395, north of Pala Road at Windsor
Drive and secondarily to the south at the Via Belmonte intersection at Old Highway 395.

Summary Pala Mesa Highlands
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Local Setting

The project site is primarily vacant, having formerly been used for citrus production. The
majority of the site has been disturbed in association with this previous use. Several dirt
roads cross the areas formerly used for cultivation.

The on-site topography is generally flat within the former agricultural fields and orchards and
relatively steep within the natural habitat. Surface elevations on the site range from a low of
316 feet mean sea level (MSL) in the southeasterly corner of the site to a high of 610 feet
MSL on the ridge along the western property boundary. Site topography varies from gently
sloping, sparsely vegetated terrain in the southerly two-thirds to steeply sloping, thick coastal
sage covered terrain in the northern and western portions.

Surrounding land uses include the 93-unit subdivision of Pala Mesa Village No. 1 to the
south, Old Highway 395 to the east, and the 140-unit Pala Mesa Fairways subdivision and
18-hole golf course to the north. To the east of Old Highway 395 is I-15. Along the western
boundary are various agricultural, estate rural residential, and open space areas.

S.2 Summary of Signhificant Effects and Mitigation M easures That Reduce or Avoid
the Significant Effects

The County of San Diego has determined that an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is
required pursuant to CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. The County has prepared an Initial
Study to determine the scope of the environmental issues to be addressed in the EIR. Based
on the Initial Study, the environmental issue areas identified for study in the EIR are land use
and planning, geological issues, water resources, air quality, traffic and circulation, biological
resources, noise, visual resources and landform modification, and cultural and
paleontological resources. During preparation of this EIR, it was determined that potential
impacts on land use and planning, geological resources, water resources and water quality are
less than significant. Table S1 (Summary of Significant Environmental |Impacts and
Mitigation), provided at the end of this section, presents a summary of the environmental
impacts of the Proposed Project, mitigation measures to reduce or avoid potential significant
impacts of the Proposed Project, and the level of significance of each impact after mitigation.
Refer to Table S-1 for a summary of environmental effects of the Proposed Project found to
be significant and the mitigation measures that would reduce or avoid those effects.

S.3 Areas of Controversy

The following areas of controversy were identified when the Draft SEIR was circulated for
public review in September 2001 and September 2006. These areas of controversy have been
identified by correspondence from the public and public agencies, as required by CEQA
Guidelines Section 15123 (b)(2), and are fully analyzed in Chapter 2, Significant
Environmental Effects:

Pala Mesa Highlands Summary
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e Impacts to biological resources (loss of Diegan sage scrub as occupied habitat for the
endangered coastal California gnatcatcher, non-native grassland and wetlands), as raised
in response to the Notice of Preparation by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the
California Department of Fish and Game.

Asaresult to public comment, the Proposed Project was redesigned to limit the proposed
development to the east side of the project site. The Proposed Project includes 36.5 acres
of biological open space onsite plus an additional biological open space area of
approximately 35 acres offsite.

e Traffic circulation and impacts at SR-76/1-15.
As aresponse to public comment the applicant has agreed to construct offsite intersection
improvements at the intersection of SR-76 and Old Highway 395. The improvements

improve the traffic flow through the intersection and improve driving conditions within
the Interstate 15 interchange.

e Noise impacts from exposure of residents to traffic noise.
As aresponse to public comment the Proposed Project was redesigned to include a sound
attenuation barrier that includes a combination earthen berm and sound wall. Solid sound

walls are also proposed within the interior of the project site based on the site-specific
building pad elevations.

e Consistency with the existing Private Development Plan.
The Proposed Project’s consistency with the existing Private Development Plan remains
a controversial issue. As a response to public comments two additional project

alternatives have been included to address public comments on community character.

These issues are analyzed in Chapters 3.0, 4.0, and 5.0 of thisEIR.

S4 Issues To Be Resolved by the Decision-M aking Body

Issues to be resolved by the decisionmaker include the choice among alternatives and
whether or how to mitigate the signficant effects (CEQA Guidelines, 815123 (b)(3)). The
ultimate development of the project site would result in a potentially significant but mitigable
impact to traffic and circulation, biological resources, noise, and landform alteration and
visual quality. With implementation of proposed mitigation measures, impacts would be
reduced to a less than significant level. No other significant and mitigated or unmitigated
impacts have been identified for the Proposed Project. Impacts to jurisdictiona waters and
coastal sage scrub from the Proposed Project would require additional review and permit
authorizations from U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
California Department of Fish and Game, and the Regional Water Quality Control Board.

Summary Pala Mesa Highlands
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S5 Project Alternatives

Four alternatives to the Proposed Project are identified and analyzed in detail in Section 5.0
of this EIR: the No Project Alternative, the Reduced Footprint/Attached Home Alternative,
the Modified Housing Alternative, and the Duplex Housing Alternative. These alternatives
were chosen with a focus on reducing significant environmental impacts of the project.

No Project Alternative

The No Project Alternative would develop the project site as allowed under the current land
use and zoning designations without special permitting. The No Project Alternative could
result in residential development of the two legal lots established by the underlying parcel
map, and would allow agricultural uses by lot owners, if they elect to do so. No additional
development such as off-site road improvements or frontage improvements to Pala Mesa
Drive or Old Highway 395 would be proposed. None of the sensitive habitat on-site would
be conserved within protective biological open space easements and the purchase of off-site
habitat as mitigation for impacts on biological resources would not be required.

This alternative would reduce potential significant impacts to traffic and circulation, noise,
and landform alteration and visual resources, as well incrementally reduce impacts to air
quality. Potential impacts to biological resources are considered similar because there would
be no protective easements on the property to limit impacts to sensitive habitats. However,
this alternative does not meet any of the project objectives and is therefore rejected. This
alternative is the environmentally superior alternative. Refer to Section 5.2 for a detailed
discussion of this alternative.

Reduced Footprint/Attached Housing Alternative

The Reduced Footprint/Attached Housing Alternative proposes an attached residential
development on approximately 41.6 acres of the 84.6 acres site to accommodate 192 two-
story, multi-family attached condominiums, common areas and a recreational area. The units
would be combined in eight-plex units or four-plex units. Each building would be two stories
with an equal number of units on the first and second floors for atotal of four or eight units
depending on the size of the building. There would be 18 eight-plex buildings and 12 four-
plex buildings. The recreation center would have similar amenities as the recreation center
for the Proposed Project and would include a swimming pool, and a hard court play area, and
a passive park area. A conceptual site plan of the Reduced Footprint/Attached Housing
Alternative is shown in Figure 5.3-1.

This alternative would reduce the development footprint by approximately 6.5 acres over the
Proposed Project, thereby reducing on-site impacts. In addition, main access into the project
site would be from Pala Mesa Drive, which would require an additional off-site intersection
than the Proposed Project. Similar to the Proposed Project, a soundwall and earthern berm
would be located on the eastern portion of the property. However, thiswall would not have a
break, as would the Proposed Project, and would instead span the entire length of the eastern
portion of the property.

Pala Mesa Highlands Summary
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This alternative would reduce potential significant impacts to biological resources due to the
reduced project footprint. Noise impacts would also be reduced with the solid soundwall and
visual impacts would be similar. However, potentially significant impacts to as result of land
use incompatibility would occur from the substantial difference in proposed building styles
compared to the existing developments in the surrounding area. This alternative would
generate approximately 24 ADT fewer than the Proposed Project. As such, this alternative
would have similar impacts to traffic and air quality. This alternative does not meet the
project objectives of developing a single-family residential development that meets the
demands of the current housing market, or of developing an alternative housing product
within the Private Development Plan area that meets the needs of a changing community
profile in the Pala M esa neighborhood of the Fallbrook area. This alternative fails to meet the
project objective to implement the PDP in a manner that is compatible with the existing
development to the north, south, and east. The Reduced Footprint/Attached Housing
Alternative proposed a building type that is substantially different than the other development
types in the area. This alternative is therefore rejected in favor of the Proposed Project
because it fails to meet the project objectives relating to the type of development proposed
for the site and would be incompatible with the existing single-family neighborhood to the
south. The Reduced Footprint/Attached Housing Alternative is the next environmentally
superior aternative after the No Project Alternative.

Modified Home Size Alternative

The Modified Home Size Alternative proposes single-family residential development on
approximately 48.1 acres of the 84.6-acre site. The Modified Home Size Alternative footprint
is the same as the Proposed Project. A conceptual site plan of the Modified Home Size
Alternative development is shown in Figure 5.4-1. The alternative involves subdividing the
property to develop single-family dwelling units consistent with the single-family units as
would occur with the Proposed Project.

The Modified Home Size Alternative proposes to reduce the number of housing units by six
to 124 units and reduces the square footage of the larger homes. The largest floor plan, Plan
Four, atwo story 3,810 square foot design, was removed from the proposed mix of homes.
Additionally, the number of one-story homes was increased from 40 homes to 55 homes
(30% to 44%). This aternative was proposed to reduce the average homes size and to
provide more single story homes to transition for the Pala Mesa Village Development to the
south.  With the reduction of six dwelling units, the amount of recreational park space is
increased 1.6 acres from 2.3 acres to 3.9 acres. The increased open space allows for
increased recreational amenities such as a clubhouse by the pool and a putting green. This
alternative addresses comments by the public regarding the proposed homes sizes being too
large for the surrounding community and regarding a deficiency of recreational amenities.
This alternative incrementally reduces the number of traffic trips by 72 ADT per day,
however; traffic impacts are still considered significant and the same traffic mitigation is
required as the Proposed Project. The development footprint of this alternative is the same as
the Proposed Project. Like the Proposed Project, this alternative would require an
amendment to the Specific Plan to remove the restriction to having a magjority of the homes
having two bedrooms and to alow single-family residences. Like the Proposed Project, a

Summary Pala Mesa Highlands
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rezone would be required to change the zoning to S88 to be consistent with the Specific Plan
(21) General Plan designation.

Similar to the Proposed Project, the main access into and out of the project site would be
from Mohegan Lane. Secondary access would be through Via De Todos Santos on the south
side of the project site. The proposed roads within the property would be private. The
Modified Home Size Alternative would have the same frontage improvement requirements
along PalaMesa Drive and Old Highway 395 as the Proposed Project.

Duplex Housing Alternative

The Duplex Housing Alternative proposes an attached residential development on
approximately 48.1 acres of the 84.6-acre site. The Duplex Housing Alternative footprint is
the same as the Proposed Project. A conceptual site plan of the Duplex Housing Alternative
is shown in Figure 5.5-1; refer to Chapter 5.0. The alternative involves subdividing the
property to develop duplex attached dwelling units, as opposed to single-family units as
would occur with the Proposed Project. The alternative proposes condominium-type
development of 82 Duplex buildings over 11 |ots.

The Duplex Housing Alternative proposes 164 duplex housing units. The units are a mix of
one and two story homes that are attached with two units per building. Twenty-two units are
single story (13%) including all of the units along the southern property boundary. The home
sizes range from 1,677 square feet to 2,034 square feet. The project design increases the
recreational areas to 5.4 gross acres. The Duplex Housing Alternative was proposed to
provide an alternative with homes that more similar in design to the Pala Mesa Fairways
development to the north. The development footprint is the same as the Proposed Project.
The duplex units would generate 248 fewer trips than the Proposed Project, however traffic
impacts are still considered significant. Like the Proposed Project, this alternative would
require an amendment to the Specific Plan to remove the restriction to having a majority of
the homes having two bedrooms. Like the Proposed Project, a rezone would be required to
change the zoning to S88 to be consistent with the Specific Plan (21) General Plan
designation. The alternative proposes private internal streets. Parking for the residential
units and the recreation area would be provided as off street surface parking in front of the
buildings, as well as individual 2-car garages. The parking spaces required for this design
would be 379 spaces. Residential garage parking would account for 328 parking spaces,
which would be located within the proposed garages, guest spaces would account for 34
parking spaces, and the recreational areawould account for 17 parking spaces. Theresult isa
smaller square foot building size and a reduced backyard size but the same size overall
development footprint asthe Proposed Project.

The main access into and out of the project site would be moved to the north to take access
off of Quiet Ridge Lane. Secondary access would be through Via Alimonte on the south side
of the project site. The proposed roads within the property would be private. The Duplex
Housing Alternative would have the same frontage improvement requirements along Pala
Mesa Drive and Old Highway 395 as the Proposed Project.

Pala Mesa Highlands Summary
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Note: This section has been revised to update the mitigation measures and incorporate specific implementation requirements and additional mitigation measures requested by
the Wildlife Agencies during the public review period of the Draft SEIR.

TableS1
Summary of Significant Environmental Impacts and Mitigation
Proposed Project

POTENTIAL IMPACTS

MITIGATION MEASURES

CONCLUSION WITH
MITIGATION
INCORPORATED

PROJECT-LEVEL IMPACTS

SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS

None

IMPACTSMITIGATED TO LESSTHAN SIGNIFICANT

Traffic and Circulation (Section 3.1)

(Impacts 3.1.3-1) For the proposed
project, the addition of project traffic
would result in direct impacts on the
Pala Road (SR-76) segment of Gird
Road to Sage Road.

3.1.3-1 [Roadway Segment: Pala Road (SR-76) - Gird Road to Sage Road]

Prior to obtaining building permits, the applicant shall construct the following
improvements to the SR-76/0ld Highway 395 intersection (consistent with Figure 3.1-
4 of the SEIR):

(@

(b)

(©)

(d)

Widen the west side of Old Highway 395, north of SR-76 and restripe the
southbound approach to provide an additional |eft-turn lane.

Provide a painted median on Old Highway 395 north of Pala Road that
prohibits left turns into and out of the existing Park-and-Ride driveway, north
of the gasoline service station. Construct a new access to and from the Park-
and-Ride lot further to the north to facilitate left turnsinto and out of the lot.

As part of this intersection improvement, the applicant shall modify the
existing signal timing from split-phase to a protected left-turn phase in the
northbound-southbound direction along Old Highway 395.

Widen the west side of Old Highway 395, south of SR-76 and re-stripe the
northbound approach to provide a left-turn lane and a shared through/right

L ess Than Significant I mpact.

M esa Highlands
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POTENTIAL IMPACTS

MITIGATION MEASURES

CONCLUSION WITH
MITIGATION
INCORPORATED

turn lane.

(Impacts 3.1.3-2) For the proposed
project, the addition of project traffic
would result in direct impacts on the
Pala Road (SR-76) segment of Sage
Road to Old Highway 395.

3.1.3-2 [Roadway Segment: Pala Road (SR-76) - Sage Road to Old Highway 395]

Measure 3.1.3-1 (a, b, ¢, and d) requires improvements that mitigate for direct impacts
on segments of Pala Road. This measure also mitigates Impact 3.1.3-2 to a less than
significant level.

L ess Than Significant I mpact.

Biological Resour ces (Section 3.2)

Sensitive Plant Communities

(Impact 3.2.3-1) The proposed project
would impact one Engelmann Oak.
Impacts on an Engelmann Oak in the
area mapped as Engel mann Oak
Woodland would be significant.

3.2.3-1 (Engelmann Oak)

Prior to approval of grading or improvement plans, and prior to approval of the Final
Map which ever occurs first, the applicant shall submit and receive approval for a
Revegetation Plan from the County Director of Planning and Land Use to plant 10
Engelmann oaks in one of the four revegetation areas located within the open space (as
illugrated in Attachment 4 of Appendix C of the April 2005 Biological Technical
Report and as shown on Figure 3.2-8 of the FEIR) for significant impacts on a single
Englemann oak. In addition, a total of 1.6 acres of Engelmann oak woodland shall be
conserved in the proposed on-site open space.

Lessthan Significant Impact.

(Impact 3.2.3-2) The proposed project
would impact one coast live oak.
Impacts on the coast live oak would be
significant.

3.2.3-2 (Coast Live Oak)

Prior to approval of grading or improvement plans, and prior to approval of the Fina
Map which ever occurs first, the applicant shall submit and receive approval for a
Revegetation Plan from the County Director of Planning and Land Use to plant 10
Coast Live oaksin one of the four revegetation areas located within the open space (as
illugrated in Attachment 4 of Appendix C of the April 2005 Biological Technical
Report and as shown on Figure 3.2-8 of the FEIR) for significant impacts on a single
coast live oak.  In addition, atotal of 0.40 acres of coast live oak woodland shall be
preserved in the proposed on-site open space.

Lessthan Significant Impact.

Summary
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POTENTIAL IMPACTS

MITIGATION MEASURES

CONCLUSION WITH
MITIGATION
INCORPORATED

(Impact 3.2.3-3) The proposed project
would result in impacts on coastal sage
scrub totaling 15.8 acres. Thiswould
be a significant impact.

3.2.3-3 (Coastal Sage Scrub)

(@

(b)

Prior to approval of grading or improvement plans, and prior to approval of
the Final Map which ever occurs first, the applicant shall grant to the County
of San Diego an open space easement on Lot 134 as shown on Sheet 1 of the
Major Use Permit Plot Plan P04-024, on file with the Department of Planning
and Land Use. This easement isfor the protection of biological resources and
prohibits all of the following on any portion of the land subject to said
easement: grading; excavation; placement of soil, sand, rock, gravel, or other
material; clearing of vegetation; construction, erection, or placement of any
building or dructure; vehicular activities;, trash dumping; or use for any
purpose other than as open space. Granting of this open space authorizes the
County and its agents to periodically access the land to perform management
and monitoring activities for the purposes of species and habitat conservation.
The sole exceptions to this prohibition are (1) Selective clearing of vegetation
by hand to the extent required by written order of the fire authorities for the
express purpose of reducing an identified fire hazard. While clearing for fire
management is not anticipated with the creation of this easement, such
clearing may be deemed necessary in the future for the safety of lives and
property. All fire clearing shall be pursuant to the Uniform Fire Code and the
Memorandum of Understanding dated February 26, 1997, between the
Wildlife Agencies and the fire districts and any subsequent amendments
thereto; (2) Activities conducted pursuant to a revegetation or habitat
management plan approved by the Director of Planning and Land Use; and
(3) Vegetation removal or application of chemicals for vector control
purposes where expressy required by written order of the Department of
Environmental Health of the County of San Diego.

Prior to approval of grading or improvement plans, and prior to approval of
the Final Map which ever occurs first, the applicant shall submit and receive
approval for a Revegetation Plan from the County Director of Planning and
Land Use (County) and the Wildlife Agencies. This measure will restore 1.3
acres of temporarily impacted Diegan coastal sage scrub, 1.7 acres of
disturbed and non-native grassland habitat, and 0.3 acre of disturbed Diegan
coastal sage scrub to Diegan coastal sage scrub in the project’s open space
conservation area.  The Revegetation Plan for 3.3 acres of Diegan coastal
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(©)

(d)

sage scrub shall occur in four areas within the open space (as illustrated in
Attachment 4 of Appendix C of the April 2005 Biological Technical Report
and as shown on Figure 3.2-8 of the FEIR) and shall result in gnatcatcher
nesting quality habitat. Elements of the Revegetation Plan shall include the
following to ensure the establishment of the vegetation: objectives, 24”’x 36”
map showing the revegetation areas, Ste preparation information, type of
planting materias (e.g. species ratios, source, size material, etc.), planting
program, 80 percent success criteria, 5-year monitoring plan and detailed cost
estimate. The cost estimate shall include planting, plant materials, irrigation,
maintenance, monitoring, and report preparation. The report shall be
prepared by a County approved hiologist and a State of California Licensed
Landscape Architect.

Prior to approval of grading or improvement plans, and prior to approval of
the Find Map which ever occurs first, the applicant shall enter into an
agreement with the County of San Diego, and provide security with of aletter
of credit, bond, or cash for 100 percent of the estimated costs associated with
the implementation of the Revegetation Plan and a 10 percent cash deposit
not to exceed $30,000. A cost estimate based on a 3% annual inflation rate
shall be submitted and approved by the Director of Planning and Land Use
which includes the cost of the plant stock and its installation, irrigation
system and ingalation, cost of monitoring and maintenance of the
revegetation area for the required five year period, and report preparation and
staff time to review. This agreement isintended to guarantee commitment to
project completion and success. The monitoring time and the length of time
the Secured Agreement and cash deposit will bein effect starts at the time the
installation is accepted by a County staff representative. The Secured
Agreement and cash deposit shall be released upon completion of the
Revegetation Plan implementation provided the installed vegetation is in a
healthy condition and meets the 80 percent success criteria. Eighty- percent
success rate and one hundred percent vegetative cover, excluding herbaceous
species, shall be considered satisfactory completion of the Revegetation Plan.

Prior to approval of grading or improvement plans, and prior to approval of
the Final Map which ever occurs first, the applicant shal provide for the
approval of the County Director of Planning and Land Use (County),
evidence that 18.7 acres of Diegan coastal sage scrub habitat has been
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preserved off-site within the 1-15 archipelago of California gnatcatcher
habitat. The location of the off-site mitigation area shall be approved by the
County and Wildlife Agencies. The off-site mitigation area shall be occupied
by the California gnatcatcher, consist of habitat of comparable quality and
type as the impact area, and be satisfied by one or a combination of the
following methods to total 18.7 acres:

Purchase of habitat credits of a comparable quality and type to the
impacted Diegan coastal sage scrub in a County approved mitigation
bank. Evidence of purchase shall include (a) a copy of the purchase
contract referencing the project name and numbers for which the
habitat credits were purchased; (b) if not dtated explicitly in the
purchase contract, a separate letter must be provided identifying the
entity responsible for the long-term management and monitoring of
the preserved land; (c) to ensure the land will be protected in
perpetuity, evidence must be provided that a dedicated conservation
easement or similar land constraint has been placed over the
mitigation land; and (d) an accounting of the status of the mitigation
bank. This shall include the total amount of credits available at the
bank, the amount required by this project and the amount remaining
after utilization by this project.

Purchase, conservation, and habitat management of other land with
habitat of a comparable quality and type to the impacted Diegan
coastal sage scrub habitat at a location approved by the County and
Wildlife Agencies, including (a) a Resource or Habitat Management
Plan (RMP) to be submitted and approved by the Director of the
Department of Planning and Land Use and the Wildlife Agencies; and
(2) an open space easement over the acquired habitat to be dedicated
to the County of San Diego.
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(Impact 3.2.3-4) The proposed project
would result in on-site and off-site
impacts on 25.8 acres of non-native
grassland from project implementation
and 0.8 acre from habitat restoration.
Thisimpact would be significant.

3.2.3-4 (Non-Native Grassland)

(@

(b)

Measure 3.2.3-3a requires that the applicant shal grant an open space
easement for the protection of biological resources. A total of 0.7 acres of
non-native grassland shall count toward mitigation.

Prior to approval of grading or improvement plans, and prior to approval of
the Map, the applicant shall provide for the approval of the Director of
Planning and Land Use evidence that 12.6 acres of non-native grassland or
habitat with comparable quality and type to the impacted non-native grassiand
habitat has been preserved off-site. The off-site mitigation area shall bein a
location approved by the County and Wildlife Agencies, and shall consigt of
one or a combination of the following methodsto total 12.6 acres:

1.

Purchase of habitat credits of a comparable quality and type to the
impacted non-native grassand in a County approved mitigation
bank. Evidence of purchase shall include (a) a copy of the purchase
contract referencing the project name and numbers for which the
habitat credits were purchased; (b) if not stated explicitly in the
purchase contract, a separate letter must be provided identifying the
entity responsible for the long-term management and monitoring of
the preserved land; (c) to ensure the land will be protected in
perpetuity, evidence must be provided that a dedicated conservation
easement or similar land constraint has been placed over the
mitigation land; and (d) an accounting of the status of the mitigation
bank. This shal include the total amount of credits available at the
bank, the amount required by this project and the amount remaining
after utilization by this project.

Purchase, conservation, and habitat management of other land with
habitat of a comparable quality and type to the impacted non-native
grassland habitat at a location approved by the County and Wildlife
Agencies, including (a) a Resource or Habitat Management Plan
(RMP) to be submitted and approved by the Director of the
Department of Planning and Land Use and the Wildlife Agencies;
and (2) an open space easement over the acquired habitat to be
dedicated to the County of San Diego.
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Sensitive Wildlife

(Impact 3.2.3-5) The proposed project
will result in direct impacts on the
coastal California gnatcatcher by
permanently removing 15.8 acres and
temporarily removing 1.3 acres of
occupied Diegan coastal sage scrub and
disturbed coastal sage scrub habitat.
The impact would occur from removal
of the entire known territory of one pair
and a portion of theterritory of a
second pair of gnatcatchers, while
preserving the entire known territories
of three pairs and a portion of the
territory of another. Thisimpact would
be significant.

3.2.3-5 (Coastal California Gnatcatcher)

(@

(b)

(©)

(d)

Measure 3.2.3-3 requires that the applicant shall mitigate for habitat impacts
both on-site and with habitat occupied by California gnatcatcher off-site.
This measure al so counts as mitigation for California gnatcatcher.

Cause to be placed on the face of the grading and improvement plans, “No
clearing or grubbing of sensitive habitats shall occur from February 15 to
August 31 of any year unless nesting activity is completed for the year (prior
to August 31)

Prior to approval of grading or improvement plans, the applicant shall submit
to the Department of Planning and Land Use a statement from a California
Registered Engineer, or licensed surveyor that temporary (or permanent)
fences have been placed in all locations of the project where proposed grading
or clearing is within 100 feet of an open space easement boundary. The
temporary fence location shall be identified in the field by a California
Registered Engineer or licensed surveyor and positioned between the open
space easement boundary and any area of proposed disturbance. Temporary
fencing shall be removed after the conclusion of such activity.

Prior to approval of grading or improvement plans the applicant shall: (1)
demonstrate to the satisfaction of the Director of Planning and Land Use and
Wildlife Agencies that the applicant has executed a work contract with a
qualified biological consultant to monitor the project clearing, grubbing,
grading and construction, and (2) post a bond for the amount required for
monitoring by the Biological Monitor and the Qualified Acoustician. Upon
acceptance of the final report by the Director of Planning and Land Use, the
bond shall be released. The applicant shall also submit the biol ogists name,
address and tel ephone number to the Wildlife Agencies at |east 30 days prior
to initiating project impacts for their concurrence. The monitor shall perform
the following duties: (1) prepare a gnatcatcher monitoring program to the
satisfaction of the Wildlife Agencies; (2) perform “focused surveys” and
record the number and location of gnatcatchers; (3) direct clearing, grubbing
and grading to avoid occupied habitat; (4) walk ahead of clearing/grubbing
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(€

equipment to flush birds towards the preserve areas; (5) coordinate with the
Wildlife Agencies on hird flushing activities, and ingpection of fencing and
erosion control measures adjacent or up-slope of all restoration and
preservation areas; (6) be on site during all vegetation clearing and grubbing,
and daily during al grading, and weekly during construction to insure that all
habitat protection measures are in place; (7) inspect fencing and erosion
control measures adjacent to preserved areas a minimum of once per week
and daily during rain events and report deficiencies immediately to the DPW
Construction Inspector; (8) periodically monitor the work area for excessive
dust generation; (9) train contractors and construction personnel, including
the purpose for resource protection, a description of the gnatcatcher and its
habitat, and the conservation measures that should be implemented during
project construction; (10) halt work when deficiencies require mediation; (11)
notify DPW Construction Inspector and the Wildlife Agencies if work is
halted within 24 hours; (12) produce weekly reports and submit to the
Wildlife Agencies and the County Department of Public Works Construction
Inspector on a weekly basis; (13) produce a fina report and submit to the
Wildlife Agencies and the Director of Planning and Land Use (final report
will release bond); (14) confer with the Wildlife Agencies within 24 hours
any time protected habitat or gnatcatchers are being affected by construction;
and (15) be responsible for notification and oversee remediation if impacts to
preserved habitat should occur.

Focused surveys shall consist of the following: “Perform a minimum of three
focused surveys, on separate days, to determine the presence of gnatcatchers,
nest building activities, egg incubation activities, or brood rearing activitiesin
or within 500 feet of the project impact limits of any vegetation
clearing/grubbing or project construction proposed within the gnatcatcher
breeding season. The surveys should begin a maximum of seven days prior to
vegetation clearing/grubbing or project construction and one survey should be
conducted the day immediately prior to the initiation of work. The applicant
snal notify the Wildlife Agencies at |east seven days prior to the initiation of
surveys, and within 24 hours of locating any gnatcatchers.”

Cause to be placed on the face of the grading and improvement plans the
following, “If the biological monitor determines that an active California
gnatcatcher nest is within 500 feet of grading or construction, work shall be
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(f)

(9)

postponed immediately to contact the Wildlife Agencies for direction on (1)
impact avoidance/minimization of nesting birds (e.g., sound walls); and (2) a
nest-monitoring program. Work may be reinitiated subject to implementation
of the avoidance/minimization and nest monitoring program. Nest success or
failure shall be established by regular and frequent trips to the site, through a
schedule approved by the Wildlife Agencies. If the biologist determines that
bird activity is being disrupted, the applicant shall stop work immediately and
coordinate with the Wildlife Agencies to review the avoidance/minimization
program. Coordination shall occur within 48 hours of the determination.
Upon agreement as to the necessary revisions to the avoidance/minimization
program, work may resume subject to the revisions and continued nest
monitoring. Nest monitoring should continue until fledglings have dispersed,
or the nest has been determined to be a failure, as approved by the Wildlife
Agencies.

Cause to be placed on the face of the grading and improvement plans the
following, “The biological monitor shall (1) be on-Site continuously during
clearing and grubbing activities; (2) be on-site daily during grading to check
that all measures are adequately and fully implemented; and (3) be on-site
weekly during construction to check that all measures are adequately and
fully implemented.”

From February 15 to August 31 of any year, grading activities shall be limited
by the Noise Mitigation Measures 3.3.3-3 (a through c) to ensure that noise at
nest stesisless than 60dB(A).
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(Impact 3.2.3-6) The proposed project
would result in direct impacts on
sensitive raptors by permanently
removing foraging and potential
nesting habitat. This alternative would
permanently remove 15.8 acres and
temporarily remove 1.3 acres of Diegan
coastal sage scrub and disturbed coastal
sage scrub on-ste used as foraging and
potential nesting habitat. Thisimpact
would be significant.

3.2.3-6 (Sensitive Raptors; and Migratory birds)

(@

(b)

(©)

(d)

Measures 3.2.3-3 and 4 require that the applicant shall mitigate for habitat
impacts both on-site and off-site with habitat preservation. This measure also
counts as mitigation for loss of sensitive raptor habitat.

Cause to be placed on the face of the grading plans, “To avoid potential
impacts on any nesting raptor species, a County-certified, qualified biologist
shall perform a survey to be completed not more than one week prior to
initiation of activities, and based on the survey certify in writing to the
County Director of Planning and Land Use (County) and the Wildlife
Agencies that there are no nesting raptors on the project site; If the biologist’s
survey has located nesting raptors, certify in writing to the County and
Wildlife Agencies that an area not less than 500 feet radius from the nest(s)
has been flagged to identify a clearing and grubbing-free zone to avoid
disturbance of nesting raptors; If the biologist verifies in writing to the
County and Wildlife Agencies that nesting has occurred but has ceased and
clearing, grading, and construction can occur until the following February 1
without impact on nesting raptors.”

Noise Mitigation Measures 3.3.3-3 (a through c) shall be in effect during
grading activities.

Cause to be placed on the face of the grading plans, “To avoid potential
impacts on any potentially nesting migratory birds, one of the following

clearinn_and ariihhina limitatinne chall annlv_ a Cainintv-rcertified nnialified
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(Impact 3.2.3-7) The proposed project
would result in permanent impacts on
other sengtive wildlife species by
permanently removing coastal sage
scrub, disturbed coastal sage scrub, and
non-native grassland on-site. Species
potentially impacted include the
southern Californiarufous-crowned
sparrow, orange-throated whiptail and
coastal western whiptail. Thisimpact
would be significant.

3.2.3-7 (Other Sensitive Wildlife Species)

Measures 3.2.3-3 and 3.2.3-4 require that the applicant shall mitigate for habitat
impacts with both on-site and off-site habitat. This measure also counts as mitigation
for loss of other sensitive wildlife habitat.

Lessthan Significant Impact.

(Impact 3.2.3-8) The proposed project
would impact 0.01 acre of U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers (USACE) and
CDFG jurisdictiona areas (non-
wetland waters) as aresult of roadway
improvements. Thiswould be a
significant impact.

3.2.3-8 (Jurisdictional Areas— Non-Wetland Waters)

Prior to approval of grading or improvement plans for road improvements on Pala
Mesa Drive, and prior to approval of the Final Map which ever occurs first, the
applicant shal either

€) Demonstrate that 0.03 mitigation credits have been purchased in a wetland
creation bank to the satisfaction of the County Director of Planning and Land
Use (County) and Wildlife Agencies, or

(b) Submit and receive approval for a Revegetation Plan from the County and
Wildlife Agencies for creation of 0.03 acres of wetlands. Elements of the
Revegetation Plan shall include the following to ensure the establishment of
the vegetation: objectives, 24”’x 36” map showing the revegetation areas, site
preparation information, type of planting materias (e.g. speciesratios, source,
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(©)

(d)

size materia, etc.), planting program, 80 percent success criteria, 5-year
monitoring plan and detailed cost estimate. The cost estimate shall include
planting, plant materials, irrigation, maintenance, monitoring, and report
preparation. Thereport shall be prepared by a County approved biologist and
a State of California Licensed Landscape Architect, and (2) the applicant shall
enter into a Secured Agreement with the County consisting of a letter of
credit, bond, or cash for 100 percent of the estimated costs associated with the
implementation of the Revegetation Plan and a 10 percent cash deposit not to
exceed $30,000. A cost estimate based on a 3% annual inflation rate shall be
submitted and approved by the County which includes the cost of the plant
stock and itsingallation, irrigation system and installation, cost of monitoring
and maintenance of the revegetation area for the required five year period,
and report preparation and staff time to review. This agreement is intended to
guarantee commitment to project completion and success. The monitoring
time and the length of time the Secured Agreement and cash deposit will bein
effect starts at the time the ingtallation is accepted by a County staff
representative. The Secured Agreement and cash deposit shall be released
upon completion of the Revegetation Plan implementation provided the
installed vegetation is in a healthy condition and meets the 80 percent success
criteria. Eighty- percent success rate and one hundred percent vegetative
cover, excluding herbaceous species, shall be considered satisfactory
completion of the Revegetation Plan. The location of the revegetation shall be
subject to approval of the Director of Planning and Land Use and the area
with awetland buffer shall be placed in an open space easement for long-term
protection.

Provide the County Director of Planning and Land Use (County) with a copy
of a Clean Water Act, Section 401/404 permit issued by the California
Regional Water Quality Control Board and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
for all project related disturbances of waters of the U.S. and/or associated
wetlands or provide evidence satisfactory to the County that such permit is
not required.

Provide the County Director of Planning and Land Use (County) with a copy
of a Streambed Alteration Agreement issued by the California Department of
Fish and Game for all project related disturbances of any streambed or
provide evidence satisfactory to the County that such an agreement is not
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reguired.

(Impact 3.2.3-9) The proposed project
would result in edge effects and/or
indirect impacts on open space
resulting from the invasion of non-
native plant species, human activities,
and human and pet intrusion. These
impacts would be significant.

3.2.3-9 (Indirect Impacts)

(@

(b)

(©)

Project Lighting. As a condition of the Major Use Permit, lighting within
developed areas adjacent to open space shall be (1) selectively placed,
shielded, and directed away from open space; and (2) screened by the
planting of vegetation, and shall prohibit large spotlight-type backyard
lighting directed into open space.

Fencing. (1) Cause to be placed on the face of the grading plans,
“permanent fencing shall be placed just outside the biological open space lot,
where the private HOA lots abut the biological open space, refer to Sheet 1
of the Mgor Use Permit Plot Plan P04-024, on file with the Department of
Planning and Land Use. The fence shall be 42 inches and constructed of
chain link or equivalent. Placement of permanent fencing isrequired prior to
the conclusion of the grading activity and prior to Record Plan approval.
The permanent fence location(s) shall be identified in the field by a
California Registered Engineer or licensed surveyor and positioned just
outside of the open space easement. The property owner shall submit to the
County Director, Department of Planning and Land Use (County) a signed,
stamped statement from a California Registered Engineer, or licensed
surveyor that the permanent fences or walls have been placed to protect the
dedicated open space from inadvertent disturbance by grading, brushing or
clearing. Photographs and a brief description of design and materials used
shal be submitted with the statement from the California Registered
Engineer.” (2) As a condition of the Major Use Permit, maintain the fencing
in good working order.

Signage. (1) Cause to be placed on the grading and/or improvement plans,
“permanent signs shall be placed on the permanent fence marking the open
space easement that shown on Sheet 1 of the Major Use Permit Plot Plan
P04-024, on file with the Department of Planning and Land Use. Signs shall
be placed every 100 feet not less than three feet in height from the ground
surface and state, “Sensitive Environmental Resources, Disturbance Beyond
this Point is Restricted by Easement, Reference: County of San Diego
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(d)

(€

(f)

Department of Planning and Land Use, Environmental Review Number 89-
08-026A. Placement of permanent signsis required prior to the conclusion
of the grading activity and prior to Record Plan approval. The permanent
signs shall be identified in the field by a California Registered Engineer or
licensed surveyor and positioned on the open space fencing. The property
owner shall submit to the County Director, Department of Planning and
Land Use (County) a signed, stamped statement from a California Registered
Engineer, or licensed surveyor that the permanent signs have been placed as
required. Photographs and a brief description of the materials used shall be
submitted with the statement from the California Registered Engineer.” (2)
As a condition of the Major Use Permit, maintain the fencing in good
working order.

Landscaping. Prior to obtaining building permits in use and reliance on the
Major Use Permit, the applicant shall demonstrate that (1) landscaping
within the development area will avoid the use of plants that require
intensive irrigation, fertilizers or pesticides, invasive, and non-native plants;
(2) pepper trees and other species found on the California Invasive Pest Plant
Council’s list of exotic pest plants shall not be included in any landscaping
plans for the project; and (3) all manufactured slopes and other open and
developed areas adjacent to open space shall have a native species plant
palette.

Limited Building Zone (LBZ). Prior to approval of the grading and
improvement plans or approval of the Final Map which ever occurs first,
grant to the County of San Diego a Limited Building Zone Easement as
shown on Sheet 1 of the Major Use Permit Plot Plan P04-024, filed at the
Department of Planning and Land Use. The purpose of this easement is to
[imit the need to clear or modify vegetation for fire protection purposes
within the adjacent biological open space easement and prohibits the
construction or placement of any structure designed or intended for
occupancy by humans or animals.

Habitat Management Plan. Prior to approval of the Final Map or approval of
rough grading, which ever comes first, submit and have approved, by the
County Director of Planning and Land Use (County) and the Wildlife
Agencies, a Resource or Habitat Management Plan (RMP). The plan shall
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include (1) Identification of the resource manager to be responsible for
management and sewardship of the open space; (2) Mapping and
identification of resources; (3) Timing of transfer, and identification of the
land conservancy or agency taking fee title, of open space lots, (4)
Description of all activities proposed for the open space, such as habitat
restoration, recreational uses, and ongoing stewardship activities (i.e.,
maintaining fencing, preventing unauthorized uses); (5) Description of
explicit details for any specific resource management or monitoring to be
conducted (i.e., periodic population counts, species inventories, etc.); (6)
Identification of the financial mechanism through which the plan would be
carried out (i.e., a one-time endowment to conservancy, etc.), including an
anadysis of costs and contingencies required for successful resource
management; (7) Timelines for submittal of regular management and
monitoring reports to the County and to the Wildlife Agencies, (8)
Consequences for default on the plan; (9) The RMP shall include a contract,
or other lega agreement, between the County, the resource manager and
landowner to provide assurance of future compliance.

Noise (Section 3.3)

(Impact 3.3.3-1a) For the proposed
project, noise resulting from traffic
could result in exterior noise levels at
on-site residences to exceed 60 dB
Community Noise Equivalent Level
(CNEL) and would be a significant

impact.

Traffic-Generated Noise
3.3.3-1a (Exterior Noise)

As a condition of the Major Use Permit, the project shall be required to reduce exterior
noise, as follows: “Construct and maintain noise barriers as shown as shown on the
Figures 3.3-4, 3.3-5, 3.3-6, 3.3-7, and 3.4-4 of the Final SEIR and as shown on Sheet 2
of the Major Use Permit Plot Plan P04-024, filed at the Department of Planning and
Land Use. To partidly reduce noise levels in backyards in the easternmost tier of
residences, the construction of two sound attenuation barriers along the eastern
perimeter of the site (not located on any proposed residential lots) shall be required.
The minimum height of the barrier relative to the pad of the nearest residence shall be
12-14 feet, except for the barrier segment next to Lots 11-15, where the required
minimum height shall be eight feet (refer to Figure 3.3-4). To complete the noise
reduction to 60 dBA CNEL or less, individua lots shall require additional sound
attenuation barriers ranging from 6 to 12 feet in height in accordance with conditions
of the Major Use Permit (Noise Wall Details). The sound attenuation barriers shall be
constructed on residential Lots 1, 3, 15-23, 25, 26, 33-44, 53-74, 83-92, 103-107 and
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121-130, along with the two additional sound attenuation barriers along the eastern
perimeter of the property, consistent with the Major Use Permit (Noise Wall Details).
Solid walls would be required between the homes on Lots 1-3 and 121-130. The
sound attenuation barriers may be constructed as a wall, berm, or a combination of
both. The materia used in the construction of each barrier is required to have a
minimum surface density of four pounds per square foot and may consist of earthen
berm, masonry block, plexiglass, tempered glass, or a combination of these materials.
The barriers shall be built so that any cracks or openings shall be caulked or filled on
the fagade facing Highway 395 and Interstate 15. By reducing the exterior traffic noise
in these outdoor use areas, the noise level s would be within the acceptable noise levels
established by the County of San Diego General Plan Noise Element.”

(Impact 3.3.3-1b) For the proposed
project, the futureinterior noise level
of residences exposed to an exterior
CNEL gresater than 60 dB as aresult of
traffic noise could also experience an
associated interior CNEL greater than
45 dB. Thiswould be a significant

impact.

3.3.3-1b (Interior Noise)

As a condition of the Major Use Permit and prior to obtaining building permits, the
applicant shall:

€) Complete to the satisfaction of the Director of the Department of Planning
and Land Use an acoustical analysis which adjusts the final building design to
maintain present and anticipated future noise levels of the interior and exterior
of the residential dwelling at or below the allowable sound level limit of the
San Diego County General Plan Noise Element (exterior of 60 dB CNEL and
interior of 45 dB CNEL). The analysis shall be performed by a County-
certified acoustical engineer. Future traffic noise level estimates for Old
Highway 395 must utilize a Level of Service C traffic flow for a Collector
roadway classification, which is the designated General Plan Circulation
Element buildout roadway classification.

(b) Incorporate to the satisfaction of the Director of the Department of Planning
and Land Use the mitigation measures from the approved acoustical analysis
into the project design and building plans. All building designs with noise-
sensitive interior areas shall have air-conditioning and/or mechanical
ventilation systems so that the windows can be closed at the occupant’s
discretion, and sound-rated windows and/or doors at affected homes.

L ess Than Significant Impact.
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(Impact 3.3.3-2) For the proposed
project, short-term noise impacts on
existing residences resulting from on-
site construction are expected to exceed
the County’s exterior noise criteria of
75 dB CNEL. Noiselevesin
exceedance of the County’s noise
criteriawould be a significant impact.

Construction Noise

3.3.3-2 (Short-Term Noise Impacts on Existing Residences)

(@

(b)

Cause to be placed on the face of the grading and improvement plans the
following, “When grading occurs within 325 feet of northern and southern
property boundaries, the applicant shall monitor the net exposure level to
ensure that exposure does not exceed 75 dB during an 8-hour period, between
7:00 AM and 6:00 PM in conformance with 836.410 of the San Diego County
Noise Ordinance.”

Cause to be placed on the face of the grading and improvement plans the
following, “all staging and delivery areas shall be located toward the middle
of the project site, away from the northern and southern property boundaries.”

L ess Than Significant I mpact.

(Impact 3.3.3-3) For the proposed
project, short-term noise impacts on the
coastal California gnatcatcher and
raptors resulting from project
construction may exceed the County’s
exterior noise criteria of 60 dB CNEL.
Noise levelsin exceedance of the
County’s noise criteria would be a
significant impact.

3.3.3-3 (Short-Term Noise Impacts on Coastal California Gnatcatcher and Raptor

(@

(b)

Breeding Areas)

Cause to be shown on the grading and improvement plans the location
of the projected 60 dB(A) Leg construction noise contour as shown on
Figure 10 of the Origina Noise Technica Study by RECON dated
August 14, 2001 of the Final SEIR on file with the Department of
Planning and Land Use as Environmental Review Number 89-08-026A.

Cause to be placed on the face of the grading or improvement plans the
following: “If clearing, grubbing, and grading activities are proposed
during the period of February 1 to August 31 of any year, and the
biological monitor has determined that there are nests within the
projected 60 dB(A) Leq construction noise contour, a Quadlified
Acoudtician shall perform noise measurements within the projected
contour to assess the ambient noise levelsin the absence of construction
activities, The intent of these measurements is to establish baseline
noise levels in the occupied habitat without construction. If the
construction noise levels at nest sites during the breeding season are
anticipated to exceed 60 dB(A) Leq or the ambient condition in the
absence of construction activities, whichever is higher, noise attenuation

L ess Than Significant mpact.
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(©)

measures including, but not limited to, noise barriers and noise reducing
features on construction equipment shall be implemented as necessary to
maintain construction noise at acceptable levels at nest sites. Periodic
monitoring during the breeding season of noise levels at nest sites shall
be performed to verify that construction noise levels are maintained at
acceptable levels. The monitoring shall occur with no prior notice. The
project’s Biological Monitor shall notify the County Department of
Public Works Construction Inspector and the Wildlife Agencies if noise
measurements exceed the standard at any nest.”

Prior to the approval of grading or improvement plans, the applicant
shall post a bond for the amount required for monitoring by the
Biological Monitor and the Qualified Acoustician. Upon acceptance of
the final report by the Director of Planning and Land Usg, the bond shall
be released.

Landform Alteration and Visual Quality (Section 3.4)

Slopes

(Impact 3.4.3-1) For the proposed
project, the manufactured slopein the
northeastern portion of the site
undulates to follow the existing hillside
topography and isa 2:1 fill slopewith a
maximum of 40 feet in height. Asthe
slope runs along the Old Highway 395
frontage and exceeds 30 feet in height,
with no intervening structuresto
obscure the view, the manufactured
dopeisapotentia sgnificant visua
impact.

3.4.3-1 (Long Term Aesthetic Impacts)

Prior to approval of grading or improvement plans and prior to approval of the Fina
Map which ever occursfirst, the applicant shall show on the grading and improvement
plans that all manufactured slopes shall be at a gradient of 2:1 or less, except that cut

slopes up to 1.5:1 may be allowed upon certification of soil stability by a soils
engineer.

L ess Than Significant I mpact.
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(Impact 3.4.3-2) For the proposed
project, the slope in the northwestern
portion of the siteisa 1.5:1 cut slope
occurring aong the back of Lots 96-
103. Slopes in thisareawould vary
from 30 to 44 feet in height. This slope
faces southeast and transitions up the
hills de from the northwestern edge of
development to the adjacent natural
hillsde and open space. Portions of the
slope would be visible from Old
Highway 395 and the northbound lanes
of 1-15, because the slope faces
southeast. Thisimpact would be
potentially significant in areas where
the slope exceeds 30 feet in height.

3.4.3-2 (Long Term Aesthetic Impacts)

Prior to approval of grading or improvement plans, and prior to approval of the Final
Map which ever occurs first, the applicant shall submit to the satisfaction of the
Director of Planning and Land Use a landscape plan showing vegetative cover on
manufactured dopes to reduce the visibility of the slopes from off the property. The
planting shall be consistent with the Fallbrook Design Guidelines and the County’s
Landscape Water Conservation Design Manual. Additionally, the landscape plan shall
include a sound wall design and vegetative screening that is in substantia
conformance with the wall details shown in Figures 3.4-5 and 3.4-6 of the Final EIR.

Less Than Significant mpact.

(Impact 3.4.3-3) For the proposed
project, severa dopeswould exceed 30
feet in height along therear of Lots
121-123 and Lot 132 and would be a
potentially significant visual impact.

3.4.3-3 (Long Term Aesthetic Impacts)

As a Condition of Approval of the Magjor Use Permit and prior to occupancy, the
developer shall ingtall landscape screening with plant material of varying form, height,
and densities to soften and vary graded slope planes (consistent with a prepared
Landscape Plan) to minimize the visual impact of graded slopes from view of any
public road. The landscape plan shall be approved by the Director of Planning and
Land Use prior to issuance of any permit.

Lessthan Significant Impact.
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CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

IMPACTSMITIGATED TO LESSTHAN SIGNIFICANT

Traffic and Circulation (Section 3.1)

(Impacts 3.1.3-1 through 8) The
proposed project would have the
potential to contribute to cumul atively
considerabl e traffic impacts.

Prior to the issuance of any building permits or commencement of building
construction in use in reliance of the Tentative Map, the applicant shall:

Participate in the County Transportation Impact Fee (TIF) Ordinance to reduce the
project’s contribution to cumulative traffic impacts to less than cumulatively
considerable. The TIF Ordinance provides a mechanism for the proposed project to
mitigate its anticipated cumulative transportation and circulation impacts by payment
of the designated impact fee. The TIF Ordinance sets the proposed fee for single-
family residential development in the Fallbrook Community Plan area at $10,709 per
unit. At this amount, the TIF fee for the proposed project would be $1,392,170 (i.e,
$10,709/unit x 130 units = $1,392,170). Payment of this fee would be in addition to
the roadway improvements required to mitigate for direct impacts.

Less Than Significant Impact
(Project Contribution)
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If the option to participate in the TIF
Ordinanceisnot available at thetime
the project applicant isready to
compl ete the project mitigation
measures, the following mitigation
measures would be required to reduce
potential cumulative traffic impacts to
less than significant:
(Impacts 3.1.3-1 through 3) 3.1.4-1 through 3 (Intersection of Pala Road [SR-76]/0ld Highway 395) Less Than Significant Impact
Intersection of Pala Road [SR-76]/0Id (Project Contribution)
Highway 395 (LOS F, both peak hours) | Implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.1.4 mitigates Impacts 3.1.4-1 through 3 to
less than significant.
(Impact 3.1.3-4) Intersection of Pala 3.14-4 (Intersection of Pala Mesa Drive/Old Highway 395) Less Than Significant Impact
lll\/ll\e/lm eDarllVr?(I)(L?rl)d Highway 395 (LOSE, Prior to approval of the Final Map, the applicant shall contribute on a fair-share basis (Project Contribution)
b to the County’s Traffic Signal Fee program pursuant to Board of Supervisors Policy J-
25 for ingallation of atraffic signal control at Old Highway 395/Pala Mesa Drive. The
fair-share amount shall be determined by the Director of the Department of Public
Works.
(Impact 3.1.3-7) Segments of Pala 3.1.4-7 (Segments of Pala Road [SR-76]) Less Than Significant Impact
Road [SR-76] (Project Contribution)
. Implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.1.4 mitigates Impact 3.1.4-7 to less than
Gird Road to Sage Road (LOS F) significant.
Sage Road to Old Highway
395(LOSF)
Old Highway 395 to I-15
southbound (LOS F)
[-15 northbound to Pankey Road
(LOSF)
M esa Highlands Summary
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(Impact 3.1.3-8) Segmentson Old
Highway 395

Pala Road (SR-76) to project
access driveway (LOSF)

Project access driveway to Pala
Mesa Drive (LOS F)

3.14-8 (Segmentson Old Highway 395)

Implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.1.4 mitigates impact 3.1.4-8 to less than
significant.

Less Than Significant
(Project Contribution)

I mpact

If participation in the County’s TIF
Ordinanceisnot available asa
mitigation option, mitigation for
potential cumulative impacts will have
to be re-evaluated at two locations; SR
76/Interstate 15 northbound ramps and
SR 76/Interstate 15 southbound ramps.
Mitigation could be accomplished by
the following measures if the funding
mechanisms arein place, or by other
measures at the discretion of the
Director of the Department of Public
Works:

(Impact 3.1.3-5) The proposed project
would have the potential to contribute
to cumulatively considerable traffic
impacts on the following intersection:

Intersection of Pala Road [SR-76]/1-15
Southbound (LOS F, PM peak hour)

3.1.4-5 (Intersection of Pala Road [SR-76]/1-15 Southbound)

Prior to obtaining building permits, comply with the Transportation Impact Fee
Ordinance or demonstrate the project’s contribution to improvements on SR-76 from
Old Highway 395 to I-15 to the satisfaction of the Director of Public Works.

Less Than Significant
(Project Contribution)

I mpact

Summary
Page S48

Pala Mesa Highlands
Draft: September 2006



SUMMARY

POTENTIAL IMPACTS

MITIGATION MEASURES

CONCLUSION WITH
MITIGATION
INCORPORATED

(Impact 3.1.3-6) The proposed project
would have the potential to contribute
to cumulatively considerable traffic
impacts on the following intersection:

Intersection of Pala Road [SR-76]/1-15
Northbound (LOS F, PM peak hour)

3.14-6 (Intersection of Pala Road [SR-76]/1-15 Northbound)

Prior to obtaining building permits, comply with the Transportation Impact Fee
Ordinance or demonstrate the project’s contribution to improvements at the
intersection of Pala Road and 1/15 Northbound to the satisfaction of the Director of
Public Works.

Less Than Significant
(Project Contribution)

I mpact

Biology (Section 3.2)

(Impact 3.2.3-10) The proposed
project would result in impacts on
coastal sage scrub. Approximately
198.5 acres of coastal sage scrub
habitat would be impacted by other
projects in the cumulative study area.
The proposed project would impact an
additional 17.1 acres (7.9 percent), a
decrease in cumulative impacts on
Diegan coastal sage scrub habitat by
5.7 acres (2.7 percent) from those of
the proposed project of the Diegan
coastal sage scrub impacts.
Cumulative impacts on coastal sage
scrub are considered significant.

3.2.4-12 (Coastal Sage Scrub and California Gnatcatcher)

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.2.3-3 isrequired to reduce cumulative project
impacts to less than significant.

Less Than Significant
(Project Contribution)

I mpact

(Impact 3.2.3-11) The proposed
project would result in impacts on non-
native grassland, which serves a similar
function asraptor habitat and foraging
area throughout the cumulative study
area. The proposed project would
impact 26.6 acres of non-native
grassland, and approximately 115.83
acres would be impacted by other
projects within the cumulative study

3.2.4-13 (Non-native Grassland)

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.2.3-4 isrequired to reduce cumulative project
impacts to less than significant.

Less Than Significant
(Project Contribution)

I mpact
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area. The proposed project would
congtitute approximately 23 percent of
the cumulative impacts, which is
approximately the same as the
proposed project. This proposed
project’s contribution to cumulative
impacts on non-native grassiand would
be significant.

(Impact 3.2.3-12) The proposed
project would impact coastal sage
scrub and non-native grassland habitat,
which would result in theloss of the
foraging and (potentially) nesting
habitat of the white tailed kite, northern
harrier, Cooper’s hawk, and other
common and sensitive raptors, as well
as the orange-throated whip-tail and the
coastal western whiptail. The proposed
project would impact 17.1 acres of
coastal sage scrub habitat and 26.6
acres of non-native grassland habitat.
Other projects in the cumulative study
areawould impact 198.5 acres and
115.8 acres of coastal sage scrub and
non-native grassland, respectively. This
alternative’s contribution to the
cumulative loss of habitat as foraging
and potentially nesting habitat for
raptors and migratory birds would be
significant.

3.24-14 (Foraging and Nesting Raptors, Migratory Birds, and Other Senstive
Wildlife Species)

Implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.2.3-3, 3.2.3-4, 3.2.3-6, and 3.2.3-7 are
required to reduce cumulative project impacts to less than significant.

Less Than Significant
(Project Contribution)

I mpact
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TableS-2
Recreational Amenities Comparison within PDP Area
Residential . Total Densit o
Neighbor hood i Er Ll Acreage | (indweling Uniteper acre) AGETIE
Pala Mesa 28 condominium 5 acres 5.4 DU/AC Gated swimming pool with patio seating
Greens units Restroom facilities with shower facilities
Pala Mesa 25 condominium 11 acres 2.3DU/AC Gated swimming pool with patio area
Oaks units Restroom facilities
Pala Mesa 136 condominium | 80 acres 1.7 DU/AC 18-hole championship golf course
Country Club units Four tennis courts
Villas— Fitness center and weight room with restroonvshower facilities
Unit No. 2 Two gated swimming pools with spa/outdoor seating/BBQ facilities
Restroom facilities
Three-mile scenic walking trail
Pala Mesa 133 condominium | 46 acres 29DU/AC Driving range/ Golf pro shop
Country Club units Conference center
Villas— Up-scal e restaurant/bar
Unit No. 1 Delicatessen with outdoor seating
Outdoor patio with seating for viewing purposes
Outdoor seating areas for formal and/or planned events
Two gated swimming pools with spa/outdoor seating/BBQ facilities
Children’s play equipment
Restroom facilities
Pala Mesa 134 attached units | 38 acres 3.5DU/AC Gated swimming pool with outdoor seating
Fairway Villas Spa with patio seating
Restroom facilities (2)
BBQ facilities (2)
(Proposed) Pala | 130 single-family 84.6acres | 1.8 DU/AC Pool/outdoor patio with restroom facilities

Mesa
Highlands

detached units

Basketball half-court
Outdoor seating

Play areas

Trail along west boundary
Trail along Old Highway 395
Pocket parks

Pala Mesa Highlands

Draft: September 2006
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ALTERNATIVESTO THE PROPOSED PROJECT

5.0 ALTERNATIVESTO THE PROPOSED PROJECT

5.1 Rationalefor Alternative Selection

CEQA requires the consideration of alternative development scenarios and the analysis of
impacts associated with the alternatives. Comparing these alternatives to the Proposed
Project, the advantages of each alternative can be analyzed and evaluated. Section 15126.6 of
the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR, “describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the
project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic
objectives of the project, but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects
of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives.”

Additionally, CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 statesin part:

An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project. Rather, it must consider
a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision-
making and public participation. An EIR is not required to consider alternatives that are
infeasible (15126.6(a)).

The range of potential alternatives to the Proposed Project shall include those that could
feasibly accomplish most of the basic objectives of the project and could avoid or
substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects. The EIR should briefly describe
the rationale for selecting the alternatives to be discussed. The EIR should also identify any
alternatives that were considered by the lead agency but were rejected as infeasible during
the scoping process and briefly explain the reasons underlying the lead agency’s
determination.

Among the factors that may be used to eliminate alternatives from detailed consideration in
an EIR are: (i) failure to meet most of the basic project objectives, (ii) infeasibility, or (iii)
inability to avoid significant environmental impacts (15126.6(c)).

The specific alternative of “no project” shall also be evaluated along with its impact
(15126.6(e)(1)).

If the environmentally superior alternative is the “no project” alternative, the EIR shall also
identify an environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives
(15126.6(€)(2)).

Alternatives Considered But Rejected from Further Analysis
Alternate Location within the Pala Mesa Private Development Area

This alternative was considered for its potential to reduce potentially significant biological
impacts associated with the Proposed Project. Existing developments within the Private
Development Plan (PDP) area were reviewed for possible opportunities for redevelopment or
expansion that would minimize encroachment into sensitive habitats. The 416-acre PDP area
was reviewed for potential sites that would be suitable for a development comparable to the
Proposed Project. The PDP has identified various properties in the PDP with land use
designations to reflect the existing or planned development for the area.  The areas are

Pala Mesa Highlands Alternatives to the Proposed Project
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labeled ax. The other area within the PDP that has similar acreage to the Proposed Project
(areas c, d, and €) is the golf course (area x) with 114 acres. Although this area is mostly
disturbed from past use as a golf course, the area would not be suitable for development
because the property is long and narrow and would not be conducive to developing
approximately 130 single-family residential lots. Additionally, the golf course is the main
recreational element of the PDP. Converting the golf course to a residential use would
eliminate the recreational component from the PDP. There are no other locations within the
PDP in which a golf course or similar type of recreational amenity could be located.

Bundling some of the residential areas was considered to create a large residential area,
however, most of the other residential areas (e.g., j, k, and g) in the plan have zoning
densities that range from 1 dwelling unit per 3 and 4 acres. Additionally, these areas are
constrained by steep slope areas that would result in greater impacts on landform alteration
and visual quality. Other residential areas such as f, h, and i have higher planned densities
but have a smaller area totaling approximately 28 acres. The Proposed Project with its
proposed recreational amenities has a footprint of approximately 48 acres. Additionally,
most if not all of these areas are already developed with existing houses. Traffic impacts
would likely be the same because the traffic patterns from other areas within the PDP would
be similar as those from the project site. For these reasons, other areas within the existing
PDP were not considered

Alternative Location in Fallbrook Outside of the Pala Mesa Private Development Area

This alternative was considered due to its potential to reduce significant biological impacts
and traffic impacts associated with the Proposed Project. Single-family residential housing
can be located in other areas of Fallbrook.

In the process of looking for property in the Fallbrook areato purchase for development, the
applicant considered the following property characteristics to determine if the property would
have development potential:

= Property with an area large enough for a reasonable size development, one capable
of generating economies of scale and economic efficiencies desired by the
homebuilding industry;

= Property with development potential such that the development can support
common area amenities within the project (e.g., open space areas, pools, other
recreational equipment);

= Property with existing infrastructure (e.g., water, sewer, and roads) located nearby
such that large costs associated with extending the infrastructure onsite is
minimized;

= Property that has minimum amount of steep slopes and environmental constraints
to avoid and minimize environmental impacts;

A review of the properties available in the Fallbrook area a the time the project was
purchased determined that the Proposed Project site met most of the criteria that the project

Alternatives to the Proposed Project Pala Mesa Highlands
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applicant was looking for in a future development site and was available at the time the
project was purchased. However, this alternative was rejected for the following reasons:

e An aternative location outside of the Pala Mesa PDP would not implement the
existing PDP. The project site is this location has a planned land use density that
permits the type of development proposed by the project. Development within the
PDP alows the applicant to provide an updated housing product within the PDP area.

e |In addition to the planned densities proposed in the PDP, the project site is located in
proximity to two major transportation corridors that can support the proposed
development and the existing development in the surrounding area.  As such, the
project site has an existing roadway infrastructure in place and does not require
substantial development of roadways or substantial roadway improvements to support
an additional 130 single-family units. As such, an alternative site wouldn’t
necessarily make use of existing roadway infrastructure.

e An alternative location wouldn’t necessarily make use of existing public utility
infrastructure. The proposed site can connect to existing utilities currently serving the
surrounding developments. Existing utilities can be accessed by the existing Old
Highway 395.

e The project applicant does not own other property outside of the Pala Mesa PDP in
the Fallbrook area where a similar type of development would be feasible. An
alternative location outside of Fallbrook would not meet the project objective
providing an alternative housing product that would meet the needs of a changing
community profile in the community.

For these reasons an alternative site outside the Pala Mesa PDP were reject from further
analysis.

5.2 Analysisof theNo Project Alternative

The analysis of the No Project alternative is required under CEQA Guidelines. As set forthin
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(€)(2), the No Project analysis shall discuss the existing
conditions at the time the notice of preparation is published and “what would be reasonably
expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not approved, based on current
plans and consistent with available infrastructure and community services.” Section
15126.6(e)((3)(B) adds that, for a development project on identifiable property, the No
Project alternative is the circumstance under which the project does not proceed, and “the
discussion would compare the environmental effects of the property remaining in its existing
state against environmental effects that would occur if the project is approved.”

The No Project Alternative would develop the project site as allowed under the current land
use and zoning designations without special permitting. The No Project Alternative could
result in residential development of the two legal lots established by the underlying parcel
map, and would allow agricultural uses by lot owners, if they elect to do so. No additional
development such as offsite road improvements or frontage improvements to Pala Mesa
Drive or Old Highway 395 would be proposed. None of the sensitive habitat onsite would be
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conserved within protective biological open space easements and the purchase of offsite
habitat as mitigation for impacts on biological resources would not be required. A
comparison of the proposed alternatives is presented in Table 5.2-1.

5.2.1 NoProject Alternative Description and Setting

The No Project Alternative would maintain the project site in its existing condition as
agriculturally disturbed vacant land and steeply sloping hillsides with native vegetation. Fire
protection would need to be continued along the margins of the natural vegetation. Potential
uses on the site include a return to limited agricultural production based on existing land use
designations. However, the costs of production and market conditions have not made
agricultural uses feasible at this site for a long period of time. Therefore, a return of
agricultural use is not considered likely. There are two existing legal lots on the property,
which would be developed with single-family residences without the requirement of a
discretionary permit. Pursuant to Section 87.502 of the County’s Grading and Clearing
Ordinance, a property owner is permitted to clear up to five acres per legal lot without a
permit. Any clearing above that amount would require a discretionary clearing permit at
which time current land use controls would be applied to the proposed action. Any grading
that exceeds 2,500 cubic yards would require a discretionary grading permit from the County
of San Diego a which time current land use controls would be applied to the proposed
action.

5.2.2 Comparison of the Effects of the No Project Alternative to the Proposed Proj ect

Traffic and Circulation

The No Project Alternative would have fewer traffic and circulation impacts as compared to
the Proposed Project. The number of new residential lots permitted would be two instead of
130, thereby resulting in less tota residential traffic generated by the project (24 ADT
instead of 1,560) using the County standard of 12 ADT per household. Impacts on SR-76
west of Old Highway 395 would be reduced with this alternative because fewer cars would
be traveling on the surrounding roadway network. Under this alternative, fewer than 100
ADT would be generated from the project site on any roadway segments currently operating
a LOS F, and fewer than 5 peak hour trips would occur within a critical movement at an
intersection operating at LOS F. Therefore potential traffic impacts would be avoided.

Biological Resources

With the No Project Alternative, impacts on biological resources would likely be reduced
compared to the Proposed Project. Although the number of proposed structures on the site
would be less, the size of the lots would be larger, such that the overall use of the property
would be the same. Residential and agricultural uses allowed by right on the project site
would not be required to provide the same measures to protect sensitive resources as the
Proposed Project. Assuming a worst-case scenario that a total of five acres of coasta sage
scrub was cleared per legal lot, atotal of 10 acres of coastal sage scrub habitat would be lost
under this alternative. A 10-acre loss would be less than the 15 acres identified for the
Proposed Project. Additionally, there would be no protection of the wetland areas onsite.
Wetland impacts (622 square feet) from the Proposed Project are a result of the required
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frontage improvements of Pala Mesa Drive. Under the No Project Alternative these
improvements would not be required. However, there would be no restrictions on other
wetland habitats. Assuming a worst-case scenario, approximately 0.1 acre of southern
willow scrub habitat would be impacted under this alternative. This is would result in a
greater impact than the Proposed Project. As a reault, the biological impacts may be
greater than those of the Proposed Project because of legal clearing that is permitted onsite
without the application of land use controls that would otherwise protect sensitive habitats.
There would be no requirements for mitigation for clearing allowed without a permit.
Because of the potential for habitat loss due to legal clearing activities potential biological
impacts are considered to be greater than the Proposed Project.

Noise

With this alternative, the noise impact would be less, as construction noises associated with
grading and constructing 130 single-family homes would be eliminated. The construction of
two single-family homes would require less time for grading and construction of the homes.
The No Project Alternative would reduce potential noise impacts on California Gnatcatchers
because less grading would be required and smaller numbers of heavy construction
equipment would be needed. Under the No Project Alternative, fewer people would be
residing onsite and as such, fewer people would be exposed to offsite traffic noise from
Interstate 15.

Landform Alteration and Visual Quality

With this alternative, substantial alterations to the existing landform would not be expected.
Some grading may occur as a result of future agricultural operations or single-family
development. However, no protective easement would be placed over the steep slope landsto
restrict development or agricultural operations in those areas.

Land Use and Planning

Although there are no significant land use impacts with the Proposed Project, land use
impacts of this alternative would be less compared to those of the Proposed Project, as no
Specific Plan Amendment or rezone would be required. The No Project Alternative would be
consistent with applicable land use plans and zoning, as development of the site would occur
under the current land use and zoning designations. No significant land use or planning
impacts would result with the No Project Alternative.

Geologic Resources

As discussed in Section 4.1.2, no impacts on geologic resources were identified. The No
Project Alternative would not result in significant impacts on geologic resources. The
amount of impervious surface on the site would be less with the No Project Alternative as
compared to the project because it would have fewer residential units and less overall grading
and site disturbance would be required. As such, potential impacts geological resources under
this alternative would be incrementally less than the Proposed Project.
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Hydrology and Water Quality

As discussed in Section 4.1.3, the Proposed Project would not result in a significant impact
on hydrology and water quality. The amount of impervious surface on the site would be less
with the No Project Alternative as compared to the project because it would have fewer
residential units and less paved area for streets. Impacts on hydrology and water quality
would be less with this alternative to those of the Proposed Project.

Air Quality

Asdiscussed in Section 4.1.4, the Proposed Project would not result in significant impacts on
air quality. However, the No Project Alternative would generate fewer vehicle trips, thereby
resulting in incrementally less air quality impact. In addition, by having fewer the number of
homes on the site, there would be less grading with heavy equipment. Therefore, air quality
impacts associated with construction would be incrementally reduced.

5.2.3 Rationalefor Preference of the Proposed Project over the No Project Alternative

The project site is within the Current Urban Development Area of the Fallbrook Community
Plan and is designated as a Specific Plan Area with an approved Private Development Plan.
By avoiding development, the No Project Alternative fails to advance the goals and
objectives of these plans, and aside from maintaining the site’s natural habitat and natural
appearance of the ridgeline and steep slopes, the No Project Alternative does not achieve the
goals and objectives of the Proposed Project either. The No Project Alternative is the
environmentally superior alternative.

5.3 Analysisof the Reduced Footprint/Attached Housing Alternative

The Reduced Footprint/Attached Housing Alternative was created to provide an alternative
project design that reflects a housing product that was generally described in the original
Private Development Plan for the project site and the Pala Mesa area. The Reduced
Footprint/Attached Housing Development was also designed to decrease potential impacts on
biological resources and to reduce encroachment into a mapped gnatcatcher territory.

5.3.1 Reduced Footprint/Attached Housing Alternative Description and Setting

The Reduced Footprint/Attached Housing Alternative proposes an attached residential
development on approximately 41.6 acres of the 84.6-acre site. The Reduced
Footprint/Attached Housing Alternative would reduce the project development area by
approximately 6.5 acres over the Proposed Project. A conceptual site plan of the Reduced
Footprint/Attached Housing Alternative is shown in Figure 5.3-1. The alternative involves
subdividing the property to develop multi-family or attached dwelling units, as opposed to
single-family units as would occur with the Proposed Project.

This alternative proposes to subdivide the property to accommodate 192 two-story, multi-
family attached condominiums, common areas and a recreational area. The units would be
combined in eight-plex units or four-plex units. Conceptual building elevations are shown in
Figure 5.3-2. Each building would be two stories with an equal number of units on the first
and second floors for a total of four or eight units depending on the size of the building.
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There would be 18 eight-plex buildings and 12 four-plex buildings. Parking for the
residential units and the recreation area would be provided as off street surface parking in
front of the buildings. The parking spaces required for this design would be 382 spaces.
Residential parking would account for 320 parking spaces, guest spaces would account for 38
parking spaces, and the recreational area would account for 24 parking spaces. This would
result in a smaller building footprint than the Proposed Project. The recreation center would
have similar amenities as the recreation center for the Proposed Project and would be located
on approximately 1.5 acres. Proposed amenities would include a swimming pool, and a hard
court play area, and a passive park area. The proposed recreational amenities and conceptual
landscape plan are shown in Figure 5.3-3.

The main access into and out of the project would be from Pala Mesa Drive. Secondary
access would be through Via Altamira on the south side of the project site. The proposed
roads within the property would be private. The Reduced Footprint/Attached Housing
Alternative would have the same frontage improvement requirements along Pala Mesa Drive
and Old Highway 395 as the Proposed Project.

Similar to the Proposed Project, a soundwall and landscaped berm would be located on the
eastern portion of the property. However, this wall would not have a break, as would the
Proposed Project, instead it would extend the entire length of the eastern portion of the

property.

This alternative includes the same proposed locations for the detention basins along the
eastern property boundary. One extended detention basin and underground storage facility
would be located within the project site to control surface water runoff to prevent increased
volumes or velocities of stormwater during peak storm events.

The “P” Special Area Regulations Designator (which requires the preparation of a Planned
Residential Development) would be retained and implemented through a MUP. A Major Use
Permit (MUPO4-024) has been added to the project applications for this alternative to:

1. Satisfy the proposed “P” Special Area Regulations Designator (the Pala Mesa PDP’s
requirement for a Planned Residential Development);

2. Satisfy the site plan requirement per the “B” Special Area Regulations Designator for
Design Review (Interstate 15 [1-15] Corridor Scenic Preservation Guidelines);

3. Establish setbacks per the “V” Setback Designator;
4, Allow for commonly maintained areas; and,
5. Provide architectural and site design detalils.

This alternative would require a major use permit and a tentative map. Unlike the Proposed
Project, this alternative would not require a specific plan amendment. Also like the Proposed
Project, the Reduced Footprint/Attached Housing Alternative includes a boundary adjustment
with the fire station property.
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5.3.2 Comparison of the Effects of the Reduced Footprint/Attached Housing
Alternativeto the Proposed Project

Traffic and Circulation

The Reduced Footprint/Attached Housing Alternative would have fewer traffic and
circulation impacts as compared to the Proposed Project. The number of new residential
units permitted would be 192 instead of 130, thereby resulting in slightly less residential
traffic generated by the project (1,536 Average Daily Trips (ADT) instead of 1,560 ADT)
using the standard SANDAG trip generation rate of 8 ADT per household for attached
housing products. Impacts on SR-76 west of Old Highway 395 would be similar with this
alternative because approximately the same number of cars would be traveling on the
surrounding roadway network. Under this alternative, 24 ADT fewer would be generated by
the proposed development. Therefore, potential traffic impacts to roadway segments
operating a LOS F would remain significant with this alternative as compared to the
Proposed Project. Because this project would access off of Pala Mesa Drive, the intersection
of Pala Mesa Drive and Old Highway 395 would receive increased traffic volumes. Road
improvements including the addition of left turn lanes at the intersection would be required.
Because the number of ADT generated by this alternative is close to the Proposed Project,
potential traffic impacts are considered similar.

Biological Resources

The Reduced Footprint/Attached Housing Alternative would increase the number of units by
110 over the Proposed Project. However, the development footprint would be reduced from
48.1 acres to 41.6 acres, a reduction of 6.5 acres. The proposed attached housing design
would result in two-gtory attached units, allowing additional units to occur vertically, rather
than increase the amount of land occupied by development. Table 5.3-1 provides a
comparison in habitat impacts between this alternative and the Proposed Project. The most
substantial reduction in habitat impact would be the reduction of the undisturbed coastal sage
scrub. Potential impacts to this habitat are reduced from 15.7 acres to 2.42 acres, a reduction
of 13.22 acres or 85%. Figure 5.3-4 illustrates the Reduced Footprint/Attached Housing
Alternative design with the amount of impacts limits of impact shown.

Noise

Potential noise impacts would be similar to the Proposed Project. The elevations of the
proposed housing units would be similar to those under the Proposed Project. The attached
housing units and the single family housing units would both be two story in height. The
floor elevation of the buildings would be similar as well, and both alternatives would be
located a similar distance from Interstate 15. Both project designs include a combination
landscaped berm and sound wall along the eastern property boundary to shield the property
from offsite traffic noise. The design shown in the Reduced Footprint/Attached Housing
Alternative would probably result in a slightly better outdoor noise environment because the
sound wall would be one long continuous structure along the property. The Proposed Project
design has a break in the sound wall where Mohegan Land is proposed to provide access onto
Old Highway 395. The sound wall in the Reduced Footprint/Attached Housing Alternative
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may provide better noise reduction, but overall, there would not be a substantial difference
sound levels onsite.

Landform Alteration and Visual Quality

Landform and Alteration impacts would be similar to the Proposed Project under the
Attached housing design. The Reduced Footprint/Attached Housing Alternative would
involve about the same amount of grading with manufactured slopes of similar heights as the
Proposed Project. The landscaping would be similar as well. The finished floor elevations
of the proposed buildings would be approximately the same as would the overall height of
the structures. Therefore potential impacts from Landform alternation and grading would be
similar.

Land Use and Planning

The Reduced Footprint/Attached Housing Alternative would be consistent with applicable
land use plans and zoning, as development of the site would occur under the current land use
designations. No Specific Plan Amendment would be required. However, the proposed
building styles on this alternative are substantially different than those of the surrounding
neighborhoods. This alternative proposed buildings that are much larger in bulk and scale
due to the sizes of the buildings. The buildings eight-plex buildings are approximately 200
feet long by 60 feet wide and the four-plex buildings are approximately 100 feet long and 60
feet wide. All of the buildings are two sories. These dimensions are substantially larger
than the other developments in the area, particularly the Pala Mesa Villages neighborhood to
the south and the Pala Mesa Fairways development on the north side of Pala Mesa Drive.
The Pala Mesa Villages development consists of mostly one-story single-family homes. The
Pala Mesa Fairways development to the north is mostly one-story duplex style homes.
Existing development west of the project site consists mostly of single-family homes on
estate-sized lots. The much larger multi-family buildings would be a substantial contrast to
the character of the existing development. In this regard, the potential impacts to the existing
community character would be greater under this alternative than the Proposed Project,
which provides a row of single family homes along the southern property boundary to
provide a physical and visual transition from the smaller single family homes adjacent to the
project boundary on the south with the larger proposed development on the Proposed Project
site. For thisreason, potential land use impacts would be greater than the Proposed Project.

Geologic Resources

As discussed in Section 4.1.2, no impacts on geologic resources were identified. The
Reduced Footprint/Attached Housing Alternative would not result in significant impacts on
geologic resources. The amount of impervious surface on the site would be less with the
Reduced Footprint/Attached Housing Alternative as compared to the project because it
would have fewer residential units and less overall grading and site disturbance would be
required. As such, potential impacts geological resources under this alternative would be
similar to the Proposed Project.
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Hydrology and Water Quality

As discussed in Section 4.1.3, the Proposed Project would not result in a significant impact
on hydrology and water quality. This alternative includes the same proposed locations for the
detention basins along the eastern property boundary, with one extended detention basin and
underground storage facility located on-site to control surface water runoff and to prevent
increased volumes or velocities of stormwater during peak storm events.

The amount of impervious surface on the subject site would be similar with the Reduced
Footprint/Attached Housing Alternative as compared to the project. Although this alternative
would decrease the overall development footprint and associated paved streets to provide
access to the units, paved surface parking areas would be constructed to satisfy parking
demands of the residents and guests. Parking for the residential units and the recreation area
would be provided as off- street surface parking in front of the buildings. However, BMPs
would be implemented to reduce potential impacts to water quality resulting from
development of this alternative. Impacts to hydrology and water quality would be less than
significant with this alternative. Therefore, impacts with this alternative would be similar to
those of the Proposed Project.

Air Quality

As discussed in Section 4.1.4, the Proposed Project would not result in significant impacts to
air quality. Because the Reduced Footprint/Attached Housing Alternative would generate
approximately the same ADT as the Proposed Project, the potential for air quality emissions
impacts is similar to the Proposed Project. Although the development footprint is smaller,
the additional number of units would require approximately the same amount of the
construction activities. Potential air quality impacts under this alternative are considered
similar to the Proposed Project.

5.3.3 Rationale for Preference of Proposed Project over the Reduced
Footprint/Attached Housing Alternative

This Reduced Footprint/Attached Housing Alternative would reduce potential significant
impacts to biological resources due to the reduced project footprint. This alternative would
also be consistent with the existing Specific Plan and a specific plan amendment would not
be required. This alternative would be similar in impacts on traffic and air quality, with
slightly reduced construction generated traffic and air impacts.

This alternative does not meet the project objectives of developing a single-family residential
development that meets the demands of the current housing market, or of developing an
alternative housing product within the Private Development Plan area that meets the needs of
a changing community profile in the Pala Mesa neighborhood of the Fallbrook area.  This
alternative reduces the development footprint and consequently the impacts to sensitive
natural habitats, however the Proposed Project does not result in significant impacts to
biological resources. This alternative fails to meet the project objective to implement the
PDP in a manner that is compatible with the existing development to the north, south, and
east. The Reduced Footprint/Attached Housing Alternative proposes a building type that is
substantially different than the other development types in the area. This alternative is
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therefore rejected in favor of the Proposed Project because it fails to meet the project
objectives relating to the type of development proposed for the site and would be
incompatible with the existing single-family neighborhood to the south. The Reduced
Footprint/Attached Housing Alternative is the next environmentally superior alternative after
the No Project Alternative.

54  Analysisof the Modified Home Size Alternative

The Modified Home Size Alternative was created to provide an alternative project design
that reflects a reduced housing size product that was described in the original Private
Development Plan for the project site and the Pala Mesa area. The Modified Home Size
Development was also designed to increase recreational space and amenities for the
community. The impacts to biological resources, air quality and noise would be similar to
the Proposed Project and the traffic impacts would be less than the Proposed Project.

54.1 Modified Home Size Alternative Description and Setting

The Modified Home Size Alternative proposes single-family residential development on
approximately 48.1 acres of the 84.6-acre site. The Modified Home Size Alternative footprint
is the same as the Proposed Project. A conceptual site plan of the Modified Home Size
Alternative development is shown in Figure 5.4-1. The alternative involves subdividing the
property to develop single-family dwelling units consistent with the single-family units as
would occur with the Proposed Project.

The Modified Home Size Alternative proposes to reduce the number of housing units by six
to 124 units and reduces the square footage of the larger homes. The largest floor plan, Plan
Four, atwo story 3,810 sguare foot design, was removed from the proposed mix of homes.
Additionally, the number of one-story homes was increased from 40 homes to 55 homes
(30% to 44%). This aternative was proposed to reduce the average homes size and to
provide more single story homes to transition for the Pala Mesa Village Development to the
south.  With the reduction of six dwelling units, the amount of recreational park space is
increased 1.6 acres from 2.3 acres to 3.9 acres. The increased open space allows for
increased recreational amenities such as a clubhouse by the pool and a putting green. This
alternative addresses comments by the public regarding the proposed homes sizes being too
large for the surrounding community and comments on the project not having enough
recreational amenities. This alternative incrementally reduces the number of traffic trips by
72 ADT per day, however; traffic impacts are still considered significant and the same traffic
mitigation is required as the Proposed Project. The development footprint of this alternative
isthe same as the Proposed Project. Like the Proposed Project, this alternative would require
an amendment to the Specific Plan to remove the restriction to having a majority of the
homes having two bedrooms and to alow single-family residences. Like the Proposed
Project, a rezone would be required to change the zoning to S88 to be consistent with the
Specific Plan (21) General Plan designation.

Similar to the Proposed Project, the main access into and out of the project would be from
Mohegan Lane. Secondary access would be through Via De Todos Santos on the south side
of the project site. The proposed roads within the property would be private. The Modified
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Home Size Alternative would have the same frontage improvement requirements along Pala
Mesa Drive and Old Highway 395 as the Proposed Project.

Similar to the Proposed Project, a soundwall and landscaped berm would be located on the
eastern portion of the property. The wall would extend the entire length of the eastern portion
of the property and have a break for an access route into the project, as would the Proposed
Project.

This alternative includes the same proposed locations for the detention basins along the
eastern property boundary. One extended detention basin and underground storage facility
would be located within the project site to control surface water runoff to prevent increased
volumes or velocities of stormwater during peak storm events.

Like the Proposed Project, the “P” Special Area Regulations Designator (which requires the
preparation of a Planned Residential Development) would be retained and implemented
through a MUP. A Major Use Permit (MUPO04-024) has been added to the project
applications for this alternative to:

1. Satisfy the proposed “P” Special Area Regulations Designator (the Pala Mesa PDP’s
requirement for a Planned Residential Development);

2. Satisfy the site plan requirement per the “B” Special Area Regulations Designator for
Design Review (Interstate 15 [1-15] Corridor Scenic Preservation Guidelines);

3. Establish setbacks per the “V” Setback Designator;
4. Allow for commonly maintained areas; and,
5. Provide architectural and site design details.

This aternative would require approval of a Mgor Use Permit and a Tentative Map. A
Specific Plan Amendment (SPA) would be required to eliminate the restrictions for mostly
two bedroom homes and attached housing. This alternative would reclassify the existing
zoning designations to S-88 to make the property’s zoning consistent with current County of
San Diego zoning practices. Also like the Proposed Project, the Modified Home Size
Alternative includes a boundary adjustment with the fire station property.

54.2 Comparison of the Effects of the Modified Home Size Alternative to the
Proposed Project

Traffic and Circulation

The Modified Home Size Alternative would have fewer traffic and circulation impacts as
compared to the Proposed Project. The number of new residential units proposed would be
124 instead of 130. As a single-family residential development, the project has a similar
traffic generation rate as the Proposed Project, however this alternative would result in 72
fewer trips (1,488 Average Daily Trips (ADT) instead of 1,560 ADT) using the SANDAG
standard of 12 ADT per household. Impacts on SR-76 west of Old Highway 395 would be
similar with this alternative because approximately the same number of cars would be
traveling on the surrounding roadway network. Therefore, potential traffic impacts to

Alternatives to the Proposed Project Pala Mesa Highlands
Page 5-12 Draft: September 2006



ALTERNATIVESTO THE PROPOSED PROJECT

roadway segments operating at LOS F would remain significant with this alternative when
compared to the Proposed Project.

Biological Resources

The Modified Home Size Alternative would decrease the number of units by 6 over the
Proposed Project. However, the development footprint would stay the same (48.1 acres).
The proposed attached Modified Home Size design would result in one and two-story single-
family units with similar floor plans than the Proposed Project. There was not a substantial
reduction in habitat impact reduction of the undisturbed coastal sage scrub since the project
footprint remained the same. The same mitigation measures for the Proposed Project would
apply to this alternative.

Noise

Potential noise impacts would be similar to the Proposed Project. The architectural designs of
the proposed housing units would be similar to those under the Proposed Project. The single
family housing units would be one- and two-gtories in height. The floor elevation of the
buildings would be similar as well, and both alternatives would be located a similar distance
from Interstate 15. Both project designs include a combination landscaped berm and sound
wall along the eastern property boundary to shield the property from offsite traffic noise.
The Modified Home Size Alternative includes interior sound walls to reduce traffic noise at
the home sites. The design of the Modified Home Size Alternative may provide a better
noise reduction for the homes due to the useable open space areas that create a land use
buffer between Hwy 395 and the nearest homes. Potential impacts from offsite traffic noise
are similar with this alternative because the pad elevations interior noise wall design, the
exterior berm and noise walls are similar to the Proposed Project.

Landform Alteration and Visual Quality

Landform Alteration impacts would be similar to the Proposed Project under the Modified
Home Size Alternative housing design because both involve about the same amount of
grading with manufactured slopes of similar heights. Visual quality impacts also would be
similar because both have a mixture of one and two story homes. The landscaping would be
similar as well. The finished floor elevations of the proposed buildings would be
approximately the same as would the overall height of the structures. Therefore potential
impacts would be essentially the same as the Proposed Project.

Land Use and Planning

This alternative proposes buildings that are similar in size and scale and range in area from
2,824 SF to 3,575 SF on lots with an average of more than 7,000 square feet in size. This
alternative provides for similar backyard open space as the project. Some of the buildings
are two stories while others are one story. These dimensions are slightly larger than the other
developments in the area, particularly the Pala Mesa Villages neighborhood to the south and
the Pala Mesa Fairways development on the north side of Pala Mesa Drive. The Pala Mesa
Villages development consists of mostly one-story single-family homes. The Pala Mesa
Fairways development to the north is mostly one-story duplex style homes. EXxisting
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development west of the project site consists mostly of single-family homes on estate-sized
lots. The Modified Home Size Alternative would be consistent with the surrounding
developments’ character. This alternative proposes the elimination of the largest home Size to
reduce the maximum difference in total square footage between the proposed homes and the
existing homes in the surrounding area. The elimination of the largest home size reduced the
average home size from 3,275 sguare feet to 3,141 square feet. In addition to the reduction
average home size, the average lot size was reduced from 7,917 square feet to 7,407 square
feet with this alternative. Furthermore, the reduction of six units provide for a 1.6-acre
increase in recreational area compared to the Proposed Project. The increased recreational
area allows for the addition of a neighborhood clubhouse by the pool, a putting green, a tot
lot and an increase in flat areas for passive recreational uses. The Modified Home Size
Alternative incrementally contributes to the transition from a smaller detached single-family
home outside of the PDP to the south to duplex style attached homes within the PDP to the
north. Similar to the Proposed Project, potential impacts to Land Use and Planning remain
less than significant.

Geologic Resources

As discussed in Section 4.1.2, no impacts on geologic resources were identified. The
Modified Home Size Alternative would not result in significant changes in grading quantities
that would increase the risk in geologic hazards. As such, potential impacts geological
resources under this alternative would be similar to the Proposed Project.

Hydrology and Water Quality

As discussed in Section 4.1.3, the Proposed Project would not result in a significant impact
on hydrology and water quality. This alternative includes the same proposed locations for the
detention basins along the eastern property boundary, with one extended detention basin and
underground storage facility located on-site to control surface water runoff and to prevent
increased volumes or velocities of stormwater during peak storm events.

The amount of impervious surface on the subject site would be less with the Modified Home
Size Alternative as compared to the project. Parking for the residential units and the
recreation area would be provided as off- street surface parking in front of the buildings.
However, BMPs would be implemented to reduce potential impacts to water quality resulting
from development of this alternative. Impacts to hydrology and water quality would be less
than significant with this alternative. Therefore, impacts with this alternative would be
similar to those of the Proposed Project.

Air Quality

Asdiscussed in Section 4.1.4, the Proposed Project would not result in significant impacts on
air quality. However, the Modified Home Size Alternative would generate less vehicle trips,
thereby incrementally reducing the air quality impact from additional cars driving on the
roads emitting air emissions. The development footprint for the Modified Home Size
Alternative is consistent with the Proposed Project and therefore, potential impacts are
similar to the Proposed Project and would require approximately the same amount of the
construction activities.
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5.4.3 Rationale for Preference of Proposed Project over the Modified Home Size
Alternative

This Modified Home Size Alternative would incrementally reduce potentially significant
impacts to traffic and air quality due to the reduced traffic impacts due to a reduced number
of units associated with the single-family development.

This alternative does meet the project objectives of developing a single-family residential
development that meets the demands of the current housing market, and developing of an
alternative housing product within the Private Development Plan area that meets the needs of
a changing community profile in the Pala Mesa neighborhood in Fallbrook. This alternative
has the development footprint and consequently has the same impacts to biological resources.
The Modified Home Size Alternative proposes a building type that is similar to other existing
developments within the surrounding area. The modified home size is a feasible project.
This alternative would be supported by the project applicant and should not be rejected from
further consideration.

5.5 Analysisof the Duplex Housing Alternative

The Duplex Housing Alternative was created to provide an alternative project design that
reflects a housing product that was generally described in the original Private Development
Plan for the Pala Mesa area.

5.5.1 Duplex Housing Alternative Description and Setting

The Duplex Housing Alternative proposes an attached residential development on
approximately 48.1 acres of the 84.6-acre site. The Duplex Housing Alternative footprint is
the same as the Proposed Project. A conceptual site plan of the Duplex Housing Alternative
is shown in Figure 5.5-1. The alternative involves subdividing the property to develop duplex
attached dwelling units, as opposed to single-family units as would occur with the Proposed
Project. The alternative proposes condominium-type development of 82 Duplex buildings
over 11 lots.

The Duplex Housing Alternative proposes 164 duplex housing units. The units are a mix of
one and two story homes that are attached with two units per building. Twenty-two units are
single story (13%) including all of the units along the southern property boundary. The home
sizes range from 1,677 square feet to 2,034 square feet. The project design increases the
recreational areas to 5.4 gross acres. The Duplex Housing Alternative was proposed to
provide an alternative with homes that more similar in design to the Pala Mesa Fairways
development to the north. The development footprint is the same as the Proposed Project.
The duplex units would generate 248 fewer trips than the Proposed Project, however traffic
impacts are still considered significant. Like the Proposed Project, this alternative would
require an amendment to the Specific Plan to remove the restriction to having a magjority of
the homes having two bedrooms. Like, the Proposed Project a rezone would be required to
change the zoning to S88 to be consistent with the Specific Plan (21) General Plan
designation. The alternative proposes private internal streets. Parking for the residential
units and the recreation area would be provided as off street surface parking in front of the
buildings, as well as individual 2-car garages. The parking spaces required for this design
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would be 379 spaces. Residential garage parking would account for 328 parking spaces,
which would be located within the proposed garages, guest spaces would account for 34
parking spaces, and the recreational area would account for 17 parking spaces. The result isa
smaller square foot building size and a reduced backyard size but the same size overall
development footprint asthe Proposed Project.

The main access into and out of the project would be moved to the north to take access off of
Quiet Ridge Lane. Secondary access would be through Via Alimonte on the south side of the
project site. The proposed roads within the property would be private. The Duplex Housing
Alternative would have the same frontage improvement requirements along Pala Mesa Drive
and Old Highway 395 as the Proposed Project.

Similar to the Proposed Project, a soundwall and landscaped berm would be located on the
eastern portion of the property. The wall would extend the entire length of the eastern portion
of the property and have a break for an access route into the Project, as would the Proposed
Project.

This alternative includes the same proposed locations for the detention basins along the
eastern property boundary. One extended detention basin and underground storage facility
would be located within the project site to control surface water runoff to prevent increased
volumes or velocities of stormwater during peak storm events.

Like the Proposed Project, the “P” Special Area Regulations Designator (which requires the
preparation of a Planned Residential Development) would be retained and implemented
through a MUP. A Major Use Permit (MUP04-024) has been added to the project
applications for this alternative to:

1. Satisfy the proposed “P” Special Area Regulations Designator (the Pala Mesa PDP’s
requirement for a Planned Residential Development);

2. Satisfy the site plan requirement per the “B” Special Area Regulations Designator for
Design Review (Interstate 15 [1-15] Corridor Scenic Preservation Guidelines);

3. Establish setbacks per the “V” Setback Designator;
4, Allow for commonly maintained areas; and,
5. Provide architectural and site design detalils.

This aternative would require a major use permit and a tentative map. A Specific Plan
Amendment (SPA) would be required to eliminate the restriction for mostly two bedroom
homes. This alternative would reclassify the existing zoning designations to S-88 to make
the property’s zoning consistent with current County of San Diego zoning practices. Also
like the Proposed Project, the Duplex Housing Alternative includes a boundary adjustment
with the fire station property.
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5.5.2 Comparison of the Effects of the Duplex Housing Alternative to the Proposed
Project

Traffic and Circulation

The Duplex Housing Alternative would have fewer traffic and circulation impacts as
compared to the Proposed Project. The number of new residential units permitted would be
164 instead of 130. However, as a multi-family residential development, the project has a
lower traffic generation rate than typical single-family product, this would result in 248 fewer
trips (1,312 Average Daily Trips (ADT) instead of 1,560 ADT) using the SANDAG standard
of 8 ADT per household for atached housing products. While the Duplex Housing
Alternative would provide a lower residential density than studied by SANDAG in
determining the trip rate, the condominium rate is appropriate for this alternative, given the
characteristics of the land use being proposed (i.e., attached units, rather than detached units).
The duplex housing product would likely appeal to households with lower trip-making
potential (i.e., single-person households, smaller families, and “empty-nesters”) than typical
single-family products, and would provide attached, rather than detached units.

I mpacts on SR-76 west of Old Highway 395 would be incrementally less with this alternative
but traffic impacts would remain significant on roadway segments currently operating at LOS
F. Therefore, potential traffic impacts to roadway segments operating at LOS F would
remain significant with this alternative as compared to the Proposed Project. The Duplex
Housing Alternative would provide 164 multi-family residences (i.e., two-unit (duplex)
residences) on 84.6 gross acres. |If the biological open space area is deducted from the total,
the residential density of this alternative would be 3.4 dwelling units per acre. Similar to the
Proposed Project, a left turn lane off Old Highway 395 into the project site would be
required. The same mitigation measure required for the Proposed Project would be required
for this alternative.

Biological Resources

The Duplex Housing Alternative would increase the number of units by 34 over the Proposed
Project. However, the development footprint would stay the same (48.1 acres). The same
mitigation measures required for the Proposed Project would be required for this alternative.

Noise

Potential noise impacts would be similar to the Proposed Project. The building pad elevations
of the proposed housing units would be similar to those under the Proposed Project. The
proposed homes would be located a similar distance from Interstate 15 as the Proposed
Project. Both project designs include a combination landscaped berm and sound wall along
the eastern property boundary to shield the property from offsite traffic noise. The Duplex
Housing Alternative includes interior sound walls to reduce traffic noise at the home sites.
The design of the Duplex Housing Alternative may provide a better noise reduction for the
homes due to the useable open space areas that create a land use buffer between Old
Highway 395 and the nearest homes. Potential impacts from offsite traffic noise are similar
with this alternative because the pad elevations; interior noise wall design, and the exterior
berm and noise walls are similar to the Proposed Project. The noise mitigation measures
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would be approximately the same but would require modification to reflect different lot
numbers.

Landform Alteration and Visual Quality

Because the Proposed Project includes a mixture of one and two story homes, landform
alteration and visual quality impacts under this alternative would be similar to the Proposed
Project. The Duplex Housing Alternative would involve approximately the same amount of
grading with manufactured slopes of similar heights as the Proposed Project. The proposed
landscaping would be similar as well. Visual simulations have been prepared and
demonstrate that visual impacts would not be significantly different than the Proposed
Project (Figures 5.5-6 through 5.5-8). The finished floor elevations of the proposed buildings
would be approximately the same as the Proposed Project. Therefore potential impacts from
landform alteration and grading would be similar. Mitigation measures would be the same as
the Proposed Project.

Land Use and Planning

This alternative proposes attached homes that are smaller in size and scale and range in area
from 1,677 SF to 2,034 SF. Some of the buildings are two stories while others are one story.
These dimensions are consistent with the other developments in the area, particularly the Pala
Mesa Villages neighborhood to the south and the Pala Mesa Fairways development on the
north side of PalaMesa Drive. The Pala Mesa Villages development consists of mostly one-
story single-family homes. The Pala Mesa Fairways development to the north is mostly one-
story duplex style homes. Existing development west of the project site consists mostly of
single-family homes on estate-sized lots. The Duplex Housing Alternative would provide a
housing type that would transition from the detached housing in the south to the attached
houses in the north. This alternative would continue to provide a row of single story homes
along the southern boundary. The row of single story homes provides a physical and visual
transition from the smaller single-family homes adjacent to the project boundary on the south
with the larger proposed development on the Proposed Project site.

This alternative proposes more useable open space for recreational uses than the Proposed
Project. The Duplex Housing Alternative more than doubles the recreational area with 5.4
acres. The increased open space allows for more recreational amenities such as a pool
clubhouse, level park areas for passive recreational uses, tot lots, a putting green, a larger
pocket park and some hard court areas.

The proposed attached housing units and increased recreational areas are consistent with the
existing development in the surrounding area. Similar to the Proposed Project, potential
impacts to land use and planning remain less than significant with the Duplex Housing
Alternative.

Geologic Resources

As discussed in Section 4.1.2, no impacts on geologic resources were identified. The Duplex
Housing Alternative would not result in significant changes in grading quantities that would
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increase the risk in geologic hazards. As such, potential impacts geological resources under
this alternative would be similar to the Proposed Project.

Hydrology and Water Quality

As discussed in Section 4.1.3, the Proposed Project would not result in a significant impact
on hydrology and water quality. This alternative includes the same proposed locations for the
detention basins along the eastern property boundary, with one extended detention basin and
underground storage facility located on-site to control surface water runoff and to prevent
increased volumes or velocities of stormwater during peak storm events.

The amount of impervious surface on the subject site would be less with the Duplex Housing
Alternative as compared to the project. Parking for the residential units and the recreation
area would be provided as off- street surface parking in front of the buildings. However,
BMPs would be implemented to reduce potential impacts to water quality resulting from
development of this alternative. Impacts to hydrology and water quality would be less than
significant with this alternative. Therefore, impacts with this alternative would be similar to
those of the Proposed Project.

Air Quality

Asdiscussed in Section 4.1.4, the Proposed Project would not result in significant impacts on
air quality. However, the Duplex Housing Alternative would generate less vehicle trips,
thereby incrementally reducing the air quality impact from additional cars driving on the
roads emitting air emissions. The development footprint for the Duplex Housing Alternative
is consistent with the Proposed Project and therefore, potential impacts are similar to the
Proposed Project and would require approximately the same amount of the construction
activities.

5.5.3 Rationale for Preference of Proposed Project over the Duplex Housing Alternative

The Duplex Housing Alternative would incrementally reduce potentially significant impacts
to traffic and air quality due to the reduced traffic impacts associated with a multi-family
development.

This alternative does not meet the project objectives of developing a single-family residential
development that meets the demands of the current housing market, or of developing an
alternative housing product within the Private Development Plan area that meets the needs of
a changing community profile in the Pala Mesa neighborhood in Fallbrook. This alternative
has the development footprint as the Proposed Project, and consequently the same impactsto
sensitive biological resources. The Duplex Housing Alternative proposes an attached
building type that is similar to other existing developments to the north within the PDP, but a
different housing type from the existing development to the south. While the Duplex Housing
Alternative does not meet all the project objectives, it meets enough objectives to make the
project feasible. This alternative would be supported by the project applicant and should not
be rejected from further consideration.

Pala Mesa Highlands Alternatives to the Proposed Project
Draft: September 2006 Page 5-19



ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT

THISPAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK

Alternatives to the Proposed Project Pala Mesa Highlands
Page 5-20 Draft: September 2006



LEGEND:

SUBDIVISION BOUNDARY

LOT LINE

EXISTING CONTOUR

2:1 SLOPE (CUT/FILL SLOPE)
(UNLESS OTHERWISE NDTED)

SOUND WALL

BUILDING NUMBER

PROPOSED PEDESTRIAN TRAIL
WATER QUALITY BASIN

AREA TG BE DEDICATED FOR
PUBLIC RIGHT OF WAY

COMMON MAINTAINED AREAS:

NATURAL OPEN SPACE

m FUEL MANAGEMENT ZONE

v.a

AN

—a

~
—1

A dhe v %
LIMFTER BUILDI
v \¥ ~— ¥

e

>

NORTH COUNTY “FIRE
PROTECTION DISTRICT
STATION No. 4

51"
]

clalaiB| BlA
PARK PARKI ®
_39,‘___"““&‘“"__
N.T.S.

20" BUILDING TO BUILDING
UNIT MIX / TYPE
96 A -

A - 2 BEDROOM, 1,937 S.F.
6 S.F.

48 B - 3 BEDROOM, 2,08
192 TOTAL UNITS

BUILDING SUMMARY

12 - 4 PLEX BLDGS = 48 DU
18 - B PLEX BLDGS = 144 DU
TOTAL =192 DU

PARKING SUMMARY

BUILDING BUILDING
FACE FACE
. . 20"

PRIVATE DRIVEWAY SECTION

N.T.S.

T«

kg

L PETFS

11.  TOPOGI
12.

13.

0.

GROSS AREA:  84.6 ACRES

DEVELOPMENT NET AREA: 41.9 ACRES

TOTAL NUMBER OF LOTS: 1
CONTAINING: 192 RESIDENTIAL UNITS, 1 RECREATIONAL AREA, 1 POCKET PARK
AND 42.7 AC NATURAL OPEN SPACE EASEMENT

TOTAL NUMBER OF DWELLING UNITS: 192

PROPOSED DENSITY: 4.8 DU/NET ACRE

. NO UNIT PHASING PROPOSED

PRIVATE STREETS ARE PROPOSED
ALL BUILDINGS ARE TWO STORIES
COVERED PARKING PROVIDED.
MAXIMUN CUT SLOPE: 2 TO 1; 20" (BEHIND BUILDING 2 & 3)
MAXIMUM FILL SLOPE: 2 TO 1; 36' (THE NORTHERN PORTION OF THE EARTHEN BERM)
RAPHIC SOURCE: VERTICAL MAPPING, FLOWN 10/23/2004.
TOTAL OPEN SPACE:
REQUIRED: 33.8 ACRES {40% OF NET SITE)
PROVIDED: 66.7 ACRES (78.8% OF NET SITE)
TOTAL USEABLE OPEN SPACE:

REQUIRED: 16.9 ACRES (20% OF NET SITE)
PROVIDED: 17.2 ACRES (20.3% OF NET SITE)

LEGAL DESCRIPTION

BEING A PORTION OF MONSERATE RANCHO, IN THE COUNTY OF
SAN DIEGO, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, ACCORDING T0 THE MAP
THEREOF ON FILE IN THE OFFICE OF THE COUNTY RECORDER
OF SAN DIEGO, IN BOOK 1, PAGE 109 OF PATENTS.

ASSESSOR PARCEL. NUMBERS
125-050-53 125-050-50 125-050-63 (POR)

BEAZER HOMES HOLDINGS CORP., A DELANARE CORPORATION
1800 EAST IMPERIAL HMY., SUITE 200

BREA, CA 92821

(714) 672-7017

RESIDENTIAL REQUIRED = 320
GUEST REQUIRED = 38

REC. AREA = 24
TOTAL REQUIRED = 382
TOTAL PROVIDED = 382

RBF

CONSULTING Not to Scale

25101294/EIR RECIRCULATED,
1294EIR-RECO6 ai

Reduced Footprint / Attached Housing Alternative

Pala Mesa Highlands

Figure 5.3-1




ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT

Placeholder Page

Alternatives to the Proposed Project Pala Mesa Highlands
Page 5-22 Draft: September 2006



FRONT ELEVATION

RIGHT ELEVATION
SPANISH MONTEREY

4 PLEX -TYPICAL

\Y{f - —_ 4 \W | I W i |- - :\\\\;'27 |

FRONT ELEVATION

RIGHT ELEVATION
SPANISH COLONIAL

8 PLEX -TYPICAL

m: @ Reduced Footprint/Attached Housing Alternative| _
i Building Elevations HIgUre e

Pala Mesa Highlands

CONSULTING Not to Scale




ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT

Placeholder Page

Alternatives to the Proposed Project Pala Mesa Highlands
Page 5-24 Draft: September 2006



e S e———
— LIMITED BUILDING 2 ‘

—
=S ==

S

Y
5
S
S
S
N

NORTH COUNTY “FIRE
PROTECTION DISTRICT
STATION No. 4

- ! = YRE
O T, === o
oot e
imemae, SRR, Smmmemtane
Pt - Fo s Ty
=l T )
ety e L,
et e B o P ey
e B == ey
=D I o s
- i A
I o s e
+) Emeem, S
g O mmEmme, ESSAS T
o S e
e i T it
s it
bt - AR COVER
e i e
{7 bt o Bt g frrmpb i e Y
v

Conceptual Landscape Plan
B Reduced Footprint / Attached Housing Alternative

CONSULTING Not to Scale Pala Mesa nghlands

25101294/EIR RECIRCULATED,
1294EIR-RECO6 ai

Figure 5.3-3




ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT

Placeholder Page

Alternatives to the Proposed Project Pala Mesa Highlands
Page 5-26 Draft: September 2006



SR e P A ) i e )
el L S AT TS R ] e
T I T T
SRS B
7t 60 0 (80

L
..ﬂ""—"—'-"‘“ AN, T R SRRV E
‘ "‘_—'—mm ‘Wﬁw Jé

Sensitive species o 7 —_—
Project location Vegetation communities A Belding's orange-throated whiptail 0
Diegan coaostal sage scrub @® Coctus wren B2% Coast live oak (55" dbh)

E===] Disturbed diegan coastal soge scrub  ©® Coastal California gnaicaicher | i iibo ol areas
Southern willow scrub (2004 observahons?

F——1 Project impacdis

s Non-wetland waters of the U.S.

Temporary [ Coost live oak woodland A Coostal western whiphoi = |solated non-wetland waters
project impacts Engelmann ook woodland O Cooper's hawk )

Brush Non-native grassland @ Loggerhead shrike P Southern l\:«I L!’ptwﬂscrub
Management Zone [ Orchard © Northern harrier (riparian habita

E=— Disturbed 3 Prostrate spineflower
PR Developed @ Red-shouldered hawk

@® Southern California rufous-crowned sparrow

Source:

A def d
RE C O N = ‘xf::f:aizg kﬂ:ot toa

Ia: @ Biological Impacts - Reduced Footprint /
Attached Housing Alternative Figure 5.3-4
e Pala Mesa Highlands




ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT

Placeholder Page

Alternatives to the Proposed Project Pala Mesa Highlands
Page 5-28 Draft: September 2006



+ LOT 128",
VOPEN SPACE"
14865 AC .

\'V L‘/ il

PALA MESA g_m GE
UNIT 4 494;

/78 ¥

LRy M.x@?g

37&

el e S

1738

LML

PLAN 1 PLAN 2 PLAN 3 PLAN 5
295557 3210; 3,575 SF 2,824 SF
TNO SINGLE
STDRT STURY STORY STORY
UL
IRgiyE
PRy PLAN 1 - 27 INITS
14118 PLAN 2 - 33 NITS
NLASE PLAN 3 - 36 LNITS
AN BRE -
NI AN - TOTAL - 124 UNITS
PARY
AR
G v
¢
Y,
e
.
5 5 &
1 10" MININUM
[ STREET SIpE
YARD
'-
> ",?
NORTH COUNTY FIRE /R

FROTECTION DISTRICT f
STATION No. 4

PUBLIC ROAD

e —
—_—

P — - —

26" ROW-DEDICATTON

INTERSTATE @

LEGEND: COMMON MAINTAINED AREAS: NoTES
1. GROSS AREA: B4.6 ACRES
SUBDIVISION BOUNDARY ——— — 2. NET AREA: 73.9 ACRES (BROSS MINUS 10.7 ACRES FOR PROPOSED
LOT LINE MANUFACTURED SLOPE OR LANDSCAPED AREAS RIW s RN PUBLIC RIGHT OF WAY)
! 56 ! 3. MINIMM LOT SIZE: 5,500 S.F.
| 28* L 28° | 4. TOTAL NUMBER OF LOTS: 130
EXISTING CONTOUR (3 LOTS 1-124 ARE FOR RESIDENTIAL USE
! LOT 125 POCKET PARK / DETENTION AND NATER QUALITY BASIN
LOT 126 NEIGHBORHOOD PARK
EXISTING TREE / BRUSH FUEL MANAGENENT ZONE LOT 127 LANDSCAPE / DETENTION AND WATER QUALITY BASIN
LOT 128 NATURAL OPEN SPACE TO COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO
3 LOT 128 HOA FUEL MANAGEMENT ZONE LOT INCLUDING SLOPE GRADING,
PROPOSED CONTOLR LOT OWNER MAINTAINED AREA;

DRAINAGE DITCH AND PRIVATE TRAIL

LOT 130 HOA OPEN SPACE WITH PEDESTRIAN ACCESS
TOPOGRAPHIC SOURCE: VERTICAL MAPPING, FLOWN 10/23/2004.
ASSOCIATED REQUESTS: SPECIFIC PLAN AMENDMENT SPA 99-005;
REZONE R99-020; TENTATIVE MAP TNS1B7RPLS;

ENV. LOG NO. 89-08-026A; BOUNDARY ADJUSTMENT

BAOZ-0154

7. SEE SHEET 2 OF 17 FOR WALL PLAN.

B. THE APPROVAL OF THIS MAJOR USE PERMIT (MJP)

56’ RIGHT OF WAY SECTION (PUBLIC)
SILENT KNOLL DRIVE, JICARILLA DRIVE

N.T.S.

2: 1 SLOPE (CUT/FILL SLOPE)

(UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED)

L

i
30' /28" |
20°/18" |.5.5' 1 4.51

80" /56' /57" %
30" /28" /27" * |
20' /18" ¢

LOT NUMBER
PROPOSED PAD ELEVATION
RETAINING WALLS (LH =2' TYPICAL UNLESS

|
AUTHORIZES THE FOLLOWING:

S0 OTHERWISE NOTED) | — IDENTIFIES COMMON AREAS TO BE MAINTAINED BY HOMEOWNERS

BRELAL ASSOCIATION,

TOP OF SOUND WAL TSN P ~ MINIMM BUILDING SETBACKS AS SHOMN PURSUANT TO THE "V*

(NG } SETBACK DESIGNATOR AND THE PALA MESA HIGHLANDS SPECIFIC

TOP OF RETAINING WALL TR LA AVENGHENT. SPA 66208

FINISHED SURFACE Fs 60’ RIGHT OF WAY SECTION (PUBLIC) 9. THIS MJP SATISFIES SITE PLAN REQUIREMENTS FOR "B" AND “P"
SPEGIAL AREA REGULATION DESIGNATORS.

WATER QUALITY BASIN LEC! VIA DE TODGS SANTOS MOHEGAN LANE

N.T.S.

52' RIGHT OF WAY SECTION (PUBLIC)
QUIET RIDGE LANE, JICARILLA DRIVE, PANACHE DRIVE

N.T.S.

AREA TO BE DEDICATED FOR

PORTION OF ROAD FRONTING LOTS 12-15, PER EXCEPTION APPROVAL
PUBLIC RIGHT OF 2005.

WAY LETTER DATED JANUARY 25,

ALL SETBACKS MEASURED FROM PL

* 18" TO GARAGE WALL
15" ALLOWED TO NON GARAGE
BUILDING WALL

#k LOTS 15-23 REQUIRE 20’ REAR
YARD SETBACK (V1A BELMONTE)
LOT 24 REQUIRES 25" REAR YARD
SETBACK

. TOTAL OPEN SPACE WITHIN DEVELOPMENT ENVELOPE - EXCLUDES PUBLIC STREETS

PER CODE BEING A PORTION OF MONSERATE RANCHO, [N THE COUNTY OF
SAN DIEGO, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, ACCORDING TO THE MAP
THEREOF ON FILE IN THE OFFICE OF THE COUNTY RECORDER
OF SAN DIEGO, IN BOOK 1, PAGE 109 OF PATENTS.

(NET SITE AREA 73.9 ACRES)
REQUIRED: 29.7 ACRES (40%)
PROVIDED: 68.1 ACRES (91.8%)

11. TOTAL USEABLE OPEN SPACE:
PER OODE
(NET SITE AREA 73.9 ACRES)
REQUIRED: 14.8 ACRES (20%)
PROVIDED: 17.0 ACRES (23%)

125-050-53 125-050-50 125-050-63 (POR)

12. THIS PLAN IS PROVIDED TO ALLOW FOR FULL AND ADEQUATE DISCRET[ONARY
OWNER

C

ON.EDOES THAT AGOEPTANGE GR AFPROVAL oF THIS FLAN DOES Nt N CORT 11 DELAGARE CORPORATION
CONSTITUTE AN APPROVAL TO PERFORM ANY GRADING SHOWN HEREN, AND Tt -
AGREES TO OBTAIN VALID GRADING PERMISSIONS BEFORE COMMENCING (71‘3 672-7017
SUCH ACTIVITY.

13. ACCESSORY STRUCTURES — ALL ACCESSORY STRUCTURES, THEIR USES AND
LOCATIONS WILL BE REGULATED BY ZONING ORDINANCE SECTION 6150,
NxESSDﬂY USE EGUJ!T!ENS

XOACHMENT EPTIONS — ALL ENGROACHMENT AND EXGEPTIONS
]NTD REQJIRED YARDS IIILL BE REGULATED BY ZONING ORDINANCE SECTION
4800, SETBACK REGULATIONS.

| | | | n
CONSULTING

25101294/EIR RECIRCULATED;
1294EIR-RECO.a1

Not to Scale

Modified Home Size Alternative

Figure 5.4-1
Pala Mesa Highlands




ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT

Placeholder Page

Alternatives to the Proposed Project Pala Mesa Highlands
Page 5-30 Draft: September 2006



—_/ d

— =L
PALA MESA VILLAGE
5494, | |

L\ N = | = ? a -
\EXISTING, HOTEL - s o L N " 3
\\\\ o I_GH ) R e asa/f 4 3, N = sl = =L U P
vy “\-.._\.\_‘ 3 . X & \A\ Sy 3318 4 ;gg ‘237‘{ e ~
o \_ NN = 121 R
. S — / \n 128 354 | 484 11 129 e i s f1 17 X
- 3 B — . 337l 33s [ 31
—— e Y /s Y]
3 S3~¢ o z ﬂmm-\_;_
-~ - = 5 5 f
i : = —cr ‘ 3 S — 8 g -
s . K RO i Diw 0 A 0 , s 5 8 NORTH COUNTY “FIRE
== | | = S S el g = ; FROTECTION DISTRICT |
- 1 ; > A%e : a0 i G G L o5 ; STATION No, 4 |
Rt =t - 0 o = o0 |
— = e T L= ; ¥ ‘
—— iy it = i -y v g — /
O ——— St o —_— e X : .
—HWY— 1738’ — ]
| — e ———N| R — —
INTERSTATE @
NOTES
LEGEND:
~ s [eT—
N P o g g Phctinia oner (Factins) fromebicilioers TR
"/ Prmsc e vebavist Graplo ) | ‘R Izcegriftla (Lemonade bery) Abelia variety (Abelis)
Pitowporam “aciey (Mack aroge) ‘Bougsinvilles varity (Bougainvilon)
7Y Bsheiptes, : Sttt
\ ] {:} . i M vty (Dvar i)
e e e It Comaromgiy s v S ol
() e, S o
\/‘4 Beshinié biakcans (Hoca Kong orchid oee) . o . it g o i)
‘Cersis Canudsosi. (Bastors rodbod) N ‘Quercs agrifblin (Cosst live ouk) e variety (Hiolly)
Quarca lex (Hally cak) Ligusirom texanoe (Tecs prives)
\ - Pyrus oallerynon Brad o (Rradford pess) ey iy AL
_ Podocarpos Gl (e pine) R oves (g )
% Kiog Pulm R varisy’ (Rowe)
Quem i Dtenten Bac Ehaghiceps
Washingioia ey “Trachelospatoom e cidos (S o)
Q yionnn cogesn (Rynce)
Agoes exacss (Pppermint Pioe) -
“Bacebaris pilukerin ‘Samts Ane' (v Faochiris)
— ooty (Calcs )
e Vinca maaor ‘pectwiakle’
‘Fragara chilocana (Oruarcedal sswherry)
‘Myepormm p. ‘proscram’ (Myopormm)

Conceptual Landscape Plan
- Modified Home Size Alternative Figure 5.4-2
CONSULTING Not to Scale Pala Mesa nghlands

25101294/EIR RECIRCULATED;
1294EIR-REC.a1




ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT

Placeholder Page

Alternatives to the Proposed Project Pala Mesa Highlands
Page 5-32 Draft: September 2006



T

e .oy
B S e, M 3

B e /e T, S —

Nl v v 'v v v iv v v N o LA S
e i RN w —% v kW v oe

PR T TR S e B S g -l s It AR v

e T AR R N S 2

¢
“
“
¢
€
€
«
«
13
Be ;&

€
e
«
“

QY LOT 57
« "+ 2 “OPEN SPACE’
oL 865 AC LC

Ve e vy

EXCLUSIVE
USE AREA
(TYP.)

———gEal -\
a5
—® )

5 MI
|
-4

&
T

r—————
e ——

¥
¥

20" MAX* I;\_Jj‘

Ly e v e
] 308"
'? ~
e ] PRIVATE ROAD
NORTH COUNTY FIRE
PROTECTION DISTRICT
STATION NO. 4
N.T.S.
_Jr,)d(d_l g * 18" TO GARAGE WALL
— — ——— -m--- —_—— 10" ALLOWED TO NON GARAGE
__—= 3 BUILDING WAL
= ALL SETBACKS MEASURED FROM STREET
RIGHT OF WAY
- *%10' NIN BUILDING SEPARATION
INTERSTATE—{ 15 = R
NOTES
L EGEND: y " 1. GROSS AREA: B4.8 ACRES BEING A PORTION OF NONSERATE RANCHO, IN THE COUNTY OF
" R/W . R/W 2. NET AREA: 77.6 ACRES (GROSS MINUS 7.0 ACRES FOR PROPOSED SAN DIEGO, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, ACCORDING TO THE MAP
SUBDIVISICN BOUNDARY — — - — RETAINING WALLS (HT=2' TYPIGAL UNLESS —— ey 430 33 g I _ 48 1 PUBLIC RIGHT OF WAY) THEREOF ON FILE IN THE OFFICE OF THE COUNTY RECORDER
LOT LINE — SN WAL OTHERNISE NOTED)  ____HI-19WAX e i B | 23 | 23' | 3. TOTAL MMBER OF LOTS: 10 OF SAN DIEGO, IN BOOK 1, PAGE 109 OF PATENTS.
CISTING CONTOUR 5 = r—l—::] ; € i LOTS 1- 4 ARE FOR RESIDENTIAL USE, HOA MAINTANICE AREA AND
S PROPOSED PEDESTRIAN TRAIL I = 7 | THE FOLLONING:
o . TR AL T s w.Q » lpilez Ey R m ks LOT 1 RECREATION CENTER AND WATER QUALITY BASIN
EXISTING TREE / BRUSH WATES s N ] & P LOT 2 PARK B, WATER QUALITY BASIN AND HOA MAINTENANGE 125-080-53 125-050-50 125-050-63 (POR)
AREA To_BE DEDICATED FOR \\\\\\\\\ H AREAS WITH PEDESTRIAN ACCESS
PROPOSED CONTOUR LIC RIS KOS A K
N R % 06,40 LOT 5 HOA OPEN SPACE
o . o 388 oF. bt 3 308 4 LOT 6-10 PRIVATE STREET LOTS
21 SLOPE (CUT/FILL SLOPE) 7 Lle 46" R OF WAY TION (PRIVATI 4. TOPOGRAPHIC SOURCE: VERTICAL MAPPING, FLOWN 10/23/2004. BEAZER HOMES HOLDINGS CORP., A DELAWARE CORPORATION
(UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) N.T.S. 5. TOTAL OPEN SPACE: 1800 EAST IMPERIAL HWY., SUITE 200
retTsEs TS R REQUIRED: 31,0 AORES ém OF NET SITE) ) EREA, O 92821
LOT NUMEER : PROVIDED: 75.0 ACRES (96.6 % OF NET SITE
ooPOSLs DAD ELEVATION . BUILDING SUMMARY TO ACCOMIDATE 33 BUEST PARKING SPACES 5. mn; Eﬁ&e ?;Eg ﬁ? A
UNIT NUMBER 50 EL[%TLEEIELANS CESTRRNTIIE "Eg‘#@ ""g"zls‘m’ PROVIDED: 21.7 ACRES (28% OF NET SITE)
FENCE e BDG. 20 - 6 PLANS GUEST REQUIRED 33 33
BLDG. 30 - 4 PLANS REC. AREA 17 17
COMMON MAINTAINED AREAS: BLDG. 40 - 65 PLANS TOTAL 367 378
TOTAL - 82
NATURAL OPEN SPACE
=0 PLAN 1 (1,677 SF) - 22 INITS
PLAN 2 (1,892 SF) - 72 UNITS
FLEL MANAGEMENT Z( !
Q5 e PLAN 3 (2,034 §F) - 70 WNITS
A - 164

RBF

Duplex Housing Alternative Figure 5.5-1
u::2 llle [SIEJL:I'I:I/E . Not to Scale Pala Mesa nghlands




ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT

Placeholder Page

Alternatives to the Proposed Project Pala Mesa Highlands
Page 5-34 Draft: September 2006



[

R::WR‘“‘?I\__ a0
\—‘ ’(’
NN PNy
e e o
o cLs

AN

[
1
777777jﬂm o N
r\] . ..;_c-m 4-0" cLe
ILJ Aliel || o o —
BED 3 OPTION groca AR ChRAC

|
|

|

|

| BEDROOM 2
| 4-0" cLe

1 CARPET

|

|

|

|

00

(2

|
i 3
|
|

PLAN 1 _BUILDING 10 o PLAN 1R

1,677 S.F. 1,677 S.F.

ALL ROOF PITCHES AT 5:12

MAX. HEIGHT

19’

PLATE

17

10>

Optional Garage Lights

CRAFTSMAN . Optional Garage Lights

PLANI1 PLANI1R

Duplex Housing Alternative
Figure 5.5-2

Typical Single-Story Floor Plan / Elevation
e Pala Mesa Highlands




ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT

Placeholder Page

Alternatives to the Proposed Project Pala Mesa Highlands
Page 5-36 Draft: September 2006



N U R S

PLAN1

1,677 S.F.

PLATE 1

BUILDING 20

ALL ROOF PITCHES AT 5:12

SECOND FLOOR

MAX. HEIGHT

*;I:afb- LLITET L_J T u-H “I" I'{L[;

o ﬂ%‘;‘d

LT S
Al ‘Tk—ll B
e g o
3 !r;&,q:
o V,ﬁi«é_ﬂ-;:i
A
sitprr =
e 4
; .
LX) '
KON > oo :
Optional Garage Lights CRAFTSMAN Optional Garage Lights

PLAN1 PLAN 2

257

PLATE |,

RBF

CONSULTING Not to Scale
25101294/EIR RECIRCULATED/1 294EIR-REC1 L. 3

Duplex Housing Alternative

Typical One and Two-Story Floor Plan / Elevation
Pala Mesa Highlands

Figure 5.5-3




ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT

Placeholder Page

Alternatives to the Proposed Project Pala Mesa Highlands
Page 5-38 Draft: September 2006



3
N
\
N

1
1
1
|
1
1
1
I

LOFT
o' el
cARPET

RN s

DTSN

a
TLE
50
|

§qu
s
spgni sDR00m 2 N e
anoo EE
e

b

;

PLAN 2R

SECOND FLOOR

H é;mg 2%
4
ﬁ

BUILDING

PLANS3

2,034 S.F.

ALL ROOF PITCHES AT 4:12

MAX HEIGHT

260"

10”

\;, Optional Garage Lights
PLANS3

Optional Garage Lights _ SPANISH

PLAN 2R

PLLAN 3

SECOND FLOOR

CONSULTING
25101294/EIR RECIRCULATED/1 294 EIR

Duplex Housing Alternative

Typical Two-Story Floor Plan / Elevation
Pala Mesa Highlands

®

Not to Scale
RECILal

Figure 5.5-4




ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT

Placeholder Page

Alternatives to the Proposed Project Pala Mesa Highlands
Page 5-40 Draft: September 2006



LOT 5
OPEN SPACE f)
36.5 AC

9
RS
s S

)
‘\\(A“

=

S
\

NORTH COUNTY FIRE
PROTECTION DISTRICT
STATION NO. 4

el
P, ]
DRI e e
SRt BCLITTE )
\-r‘—“%&;{{\\\\\\\\\

e NEEETOE D R DA,
SRR e Tae]

S SHRUBSAVINES
" Aciles vasiety (Asiles)
By kel (Evorgroen pes) T Phofinia Saser (Phoknia) e Lilly o cile)
Pruas ¢ Rrnter vesarinf (Pl ol plax) Fiua integrifulia (el bery) ‘Abeki ‘variey (Abalin)
Fimporum varkty’ (Mock araage) (Boginires)
Magaela graadifions Lirde ) - ) ; f howven)
. Tageaisooni infion (Cage mytlc) Carnila variey (Camalia)
Lipidembers Tl Gt g Clrs dwarfvaricy (Dt ios)
oot (Beisbeze boz) 5 ”
» Jacummda mimoetilia Cumacostaghylls dversifolla (Summer bolly).
Tiuana T (Tign wes) Gl sempervinens (Caolion jxemmioe)
4 d Az jolliecn (5K res) Girovilon obust (ilk oak) Flnsrocalbs arity (day W)
B bake s (Boog Kong orchid wee) Bibberi scandens (uinca gl vias)
‘Corvi Comdonsia (Easten recc) - Quorcus il (Const ivs k) Dox ity
Querca e (Floly oak) ‘exanan (Tecanprivet)
N 3 Photiia fase Phcticia)
. ‘Cupaniaptissansmsioids (Cherot wood) Pitonporurn varety (Mock seangs)
% Byns calleryuna et (Beadfod pear)
=4 ‘Todocarpus Rivus arvmta (Sugar bush)
F Fodoourpus macroplylius (Yew pine) Rbumanm califirnicn varisty’ {Caffos beeey)
o d acety kow).
% Queen Paima Deteation Basta Ground cover Rbughioiep ‘veriety (tetia o
Whingia fiifors Q m_.. “MJMG-M
@ Xyiousan comgeetn (Xyioa)
‘AgenisDlexcoms (Peppermint Pina)
GROUND COVER
R T )
Bt Vincn major ‘periwiid
Kesch fu N
Gaamnia varisy (Gieznia dniey)
Myoporum p. prostrum’ (Myoporum)

Conceptual Landscape Plan
E @' Duplex Housing Alternative
CONSULTING Not to Scale Pala Mesa nghlands

25101294/EIR RECIRCULATED/] 294EIR-REC10.ai

Figure 5.5-5




ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT

Placeholder Page

Alternatives to the Proposed Project Pala Mesa Highlands
Page 5-42 Draft: September 2006



%, °

(U 3A,B

/// Pankey Rd
Project ? ? ? ?
Site —» g 2A,B

b

LA,

7
1A,B
Photo |A: Existing view of project site looking northwest from Hwy 76. @

Not to Scale

Photo Location Map

e s re s

Photo |B: Visual Simulation of proposed project looking northwest from Hwy 76.
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Photo 2B: Visual Simulation of propod project looking west from Old Hwy 395.
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25101294/EIR RECIRCULATED/1294EIR-RECI2 a1




ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT

Placeholder Page

Alternatives to the Proposed Project Pala Mesa Highlands
Page 5-46 Draft: September 2006



Old Hwy 395

%A’
/ 3A,B
Pankey Rd
Project ???/ L
Site —» ??// 2A,B
7,
/,
1A,B

@ )

Not to Scale

/\

Photo Location Map

Photo 3B: Visual Simulation of proposed project looking south from Old Hwy 395.

These visual simulations are intended to illustrate the proposed sound attenuation wall/berm from Du p I e-x HO us I.ng Alte_rnatlve .
e ofFsite locations and are not meant as a precise representation of landscaping proposed for the project. Vl su al s imu I at| on Flgure 5.5-8
CONSULTING  Not to Scale Refer to Figure 5.5-5, Conceptual Landscape Plan, for planting types and landscape design details.
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